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ABSTRACT 
This study investigated the improvement of narrative language arts curricular 
goals in 140 school-aged children in first and second grade from an east central Illinois 
elementary school. The progress of non-communication disordered children as well as 
children with documented speech-language deficits was evaluated. Five classrooms (3 
first and 2 second grade) received collaborative classroom-based lessons from the 
speech-language pathologist (SLP) and classroom teacher. Narrative curricular goals 
were targeted during whole-class collaborative lessons provided once a week for 30 
minutes and incorporated children's storybooks as the theme. The subjects with speech-
language deficits in the collaborative group received speech-language services from the 
SLP solely in the classroom without additional pullout intervention. Four classrooms (2 
first and 2 second grade) received traditional nonintegrated instruction from their 
classroom teacher without the assistance of the SLP. Children with speech-language 
deficits in the traditional group received pullout services from the SLP. Children were 
administered the Curricular Narrative Assessment using materials from the Strong 
Narrative Assessment Procedure (SNAP) (Strong, 1998), a test specifically modified for 
the purposes of this study, at the beginning and end of the 20-week study. Statistical 
comparisons between the collaborative and traditional instruction groups were not 
significant; however, the collaborative group made slightly higher mean test gains than 
the traditional group. In addition, children receiving language services made statistically 
higher gains than the non-communication disordered children, irrespective of treatment 
condition. Findings from this study suggest that collaborative classroom-based 
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instruction is comparable if not better than traditional service delivery for school-aged 
children. Reasons for non-significant results are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 
Introduction 
Researchers have identified that one out of every 10 people in the United States 
has a speech, oral language, or hearing disorder (Lowe, 1993). Lowe (1993) estimates 
that in the school setting these impairments constitute the largest group of disabling 
conditions among children. It is estimated that between 3%-5% of the school-age 
population have inferior communication skills that interfere with learning (Lowe, 1993). 
Additionally, 90% of children with language impairments demonstrate some degree of 
reading/written language difficulties (Stark et al., 1984). Speech-language pathologists 
(SLPs) serve more than "two million school children, in addition to many of the half-
million preschoolers who are eligible for speech-language services" (ASHA, 1993, 
p.105). 
Speech-language services in public schools have evolved considerably since the 
1930's, when many speech-pathology programs in schools began and followed the 
medical approach (Miller, 1989). This traditional approach to assessment and 
intervention of speech and language deficiencies was etiologically based and performed 
with one to several students in a pullout setting. Therapy primarily targeted articulation, 
language, and fluency deficiencies with emphasis on specific, isolated skills or "splinter 
skills" such as syntax, vocabulary, and quality of individual speech sounds (Lowe, 1993; 
Miller, 1989; Simon, 1967). This type of decontextualized approach ignored the larger 
social and educational environment and the role of language on overall learning and 
school success (Lowe, 1993; Taylor, 1992; Simon, 1967). 
Numerous studies have proven the relationship between reading and language 
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skills. In fact, many authors argue that reading and speaking share similar language 
knowledge and should not be separated for the purposes of teaching and remediation. 
The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (2001) recently published a 
position statement expanding the role of SLPs to also include the comprehension and 
production of written language in their scope of practice. 
The Regular Education Initiative (REI) (Will, 1986) and the enactment of the 
landmark legislation PL 94-142 and IDEA (PL 101-476) in 1990 addressed the efficacy 
and appropriateness of special education services. Since that time, speech-language 
intervention has shifted to incorporate more functional, curriculum-based and classroom-
based approaches to service delivery. In these models, intervention is more relevant to 
the student's social and educational environment by incorporating school curriculum and 
by shifting the context of therapy to the regular education classroom. 
In addition to changing the content of their therapy services to include curriculum 
and written language, SLPs are also expanding the context of their services from the 
pullout speech room to the classroom. According to surveys by Elksnin and Capilouto 
(1994), Beck and Dennis (1997), and Paramboukas, Calvert, and Throneburg (1998), 
alternative therapy approaches, collectively known as collaborative and/or classroom-
based, are being implemented by a number of SLPs. Many recent authors (e.g., Lowe, 
1993; Miller, 1989; Taylor, 1992), citing numerous functional advantages and outcomes, 
strongly support and recommend classroom-based alternative service delivery models in 
addition to traditional pullout therapy. 
Although clinical and theoretical literature espouses the benefits of alternative 
classroom-based service delivery models and surveys report their use, only a small 
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number of empirical studies have been conducted to compare the effectiveness of these 
different service delivery models. The limited empirical data is largely based on 
preschool students and on general measures such as basic skills, vocabulary, and 
classroom communication interactions. 
A study by Ellis, Schlaudecker, and Regimbaul (1995) compared the effects of 
collaborative consultation versus traditional regular education curriculum on basic 
concept acquisition of kindergarten children. A significant difference was found between 
the two groups, with the collaborative consultative group scoring higher on each of the 
nine basic concepts targeted. Nelson, Smitley, and Throneburg (1997) investigated the 
effects of a collaborative classroom-based phonological awareness program versus a 
regular education program without special services on the phonological awareness and 
literacy skills of kindergarten children. Results revealed that the collaborative classroom-
based group outperformed the control group on measures of phonological awareness and 
single word decoding. An investigation by Hadley, Simmerman, Long, and Luna (2000), 
comparing the effects of collaborative classroom-based versus traditional education 
services on the phonological awareness and lexical acquisition of kindergarten and 
multiage kindergarten children, found that mean test gains of the collaborative classroom-
based group was significantly higher than the control group's on expressive and receptive 
vocabulary and various measures of phonological awareness. Throneburg, Calvert, 
Sturm, Paramboukas and Paul (2000) evaluated the effects of collaborative, classroorn-
based (teacher-SLP independent), and traditional services on the acquisition of curricular 
vocabulary in kindergarten through third grade students from two elementary schools. 
The research revealed that the subjects in the collaborative and classroom-based settings 
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made greater mean vocabulary test gains than of those subjects receiving traditional 
regular education curriculum without special services. Finally, a study by Farber and 
Klein (1999) investigated the effects of a year-long collaborative classroom-based 
intervention program versus a regular education program on the reading, writing, 
speaking, and listening skills of kindergarten and first grade students from six elementary 
schools. Results revealed that the subjects receiving collaborative classroom-based 
services outperformed subjects receiving regular education services on each of the four 
skills measured with the most significant differences found in writing and listening 
performance. 
These studies offer initial evidence that speech pathologists who collaborate with 
classroom teachers positively impact the language skills of classrooms. Although these 
studies offer general support concerning the effectiveness of the collaborative model for 
improving curricular language skills, many weaknesses exist. Ellis et al. (1995), Nelson 
et al. (1997), and Hadley et al. (2000), were very small in scope and only included one to 
two classrooms in collaborative and control conditions. Throneburg et al. (2000) 
included a larger number of classrooms, however, included only one measure of 
curricular improvement, vocabulary knowledge. Farber and Klein's (1999) data is the 
most promising to date, employing multiple measures of curriculum (reading, writing, 
listening, speaking) with multiple classrooms. However, their research incorporated a 
posttest design with no pretest to ensure equality of classrooms prior to instruction or 
indicate amount of gain in curricular areas that were taught. Therefore, the purpose of 
the present study was to further evaluate the effects of collaborative instruction on 
multiple language arts curricular skills including story grammar, comprehension 
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strategies and goals, inferencing, stating details, synonyms/antonyms, compare/contrast, 
literacy vocabulary, and sequencing with multiple classrooms. 
The primary purpose of the present study was to compare the effectiveness of 
collaborative classroom-based service delivery with traditional nonintegrated service 
delivery on the improvement of curricular goals related to narrative skills of children in 
first and second grade. The study evaluated the progress of non-communication 
disordered (NCD) children as well as children with current speech-language IEPs. 
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CHAPTER II 
Review of Literature 
Overview 
In reviewing the literature for the present study, several areas of research were 
considered. This chapter begins with a review of reading development and 
instruction/intervention strategies for oral/written discourse comprehension. The review 
then focuses on the two important variables in creating a service delivery model: the 
setting in which services are delivered and the role that the providers assume in the 
instruction/intervention. A discussion of speech-language pathologists' role related to 
oral and written language instruction/intervention and their cunicular responsibilities on 
behalf of all children is included. The advantages and disadvantages of two service 
delivery models are discussed (traditional teacher-only and collaboration). Because a 
specific goal of this study was to compare the collaborative model of service delivery 
with the traditional teacher-only model, the remainder of the chapter is devoted to a few 
existing research studies concerning service delivery models. 
Development of Reading 
The period beginning at birth until children receive formal reading instruction at 
school is referred to as the emergent literacy period. During this time, depending on their 
exposure to print at home and other settings, children are accumulating knowledge about 
letters, words, and books (Catts & Kamhi, 1999). From their exposure to reading, 
children learn concepts about print as well as how books are held, where to begin, that 
words tell a story, print is read from left to right as well as other important mechanics of 
reading. They learn what constitutes a story and in some cases, develop phonological 
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awareness (i.e., recognizing rhyme, sound/symbol association) and alphabetic 
knowledge. 
Van Kleeck and Schuele (as cited in Catts & Kamhi, 1999) identify three specific 
areas important to "literacy socialization": (1) literacy artifacts, (2) literacy events, and 
(3) types of knowledge children gain from literacy experiences. The Commission on 
Reading of the National Academy of Education in 1985 called joint book reading (a 
literacy event) the 'single most important act for the development of reading'. From this 
experience, children learn that books are important, have opportunities to answer wh-
questions, and develop conceptual and reasoning skills. These and other interactions with 
print lay the groundwork necessary to become a proficient reader (Catts & Kamhi, 1999). 
The preschool years also are crucial for developing good oral language skills, 
which form another key foundation for later reading. During the preschool years, 
children develop proficiency in syntactic, phonologic, and morphologic skills in spoken 
language. Normally developing children between the ages of 3-5 typically add 
approximately 2-5 new words to their expressive vocabulary and nine words to their 
receptive vocabulary daily. By age six, normally developing children have a receptive 
vocabulary of approximately 14,000 words (Merritt & Culatta, 1998). 
Phonetic (indirect) word decoding and phonological awareness are necessary 
skills in the development of proficient reading; however, it is an arduous and time 
consuming task and is not a skill used often by mature readers. Proficient reading 
includes being able to recognize words accurately and with little effort through the use of 
visual (direct) decoding based on familiar letter combinations and orthographic patterns 
(Catts & Kamhi, 1999). 
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In the beginning stage of reading development, the child's ability to comprehend 
spoken discourse is obviously much better than their ability to understand written texts 
(Catts & Kamhi, 1999). In preschool and early elementary grades, an emergent reader's 
focus is on word recognition or decoding of words. They are in essence, "glued to print". 
However, during this time, they are exposed to narratives and expository texts and learn 
to question and respond to texts read to them. By third grade, when children are exposed 
to more complicated written texts, it is now expected that a large portion of a child's 
attentional resources be placed on comprehension of lexical, syntactic, and cohesive or 
text structures rather than decoding of print. It is expected by this time, that children 
should be able to demonstrate a considerable amount of automatic word recognition. It is 
estimated that to comprehend expository as well as narrative texts, the child must be able 
to accurately read 90-95% of words encountered (Merritt & Culatta, 1998, p. 219). It is 
often at this time when children are identified for needing learning disability special 
education services. 
Similarities between spoken and written language. In processing speech, word 
meaning is determined through an acoustic-phonetic representation. In this way, the 
listener hears a word, processes it phonetically and acoustically, and matches it to a word 
with the same or similar acoustic and phonetic features stored in their lexicon. Unlike 
speech decoding, there are two ways to access a words meaning in reading, indirectly or 
directly (ASHA, 2001; Catts & Kamhi, 1999). Indirectly, also referred to as the phonetic 
approach, the reader recodes the visually perceived letters into corresponding phonemes. 
Each phoneme is blended together to form a phonological sequence that is then matched 
to similar sequence in the mental lexicon. Directly or through a whole-word or 
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orthographic approach (sometimes referred to as sight-reading), the reader matches the 
visual configuration of the word read to a word that is part of the mental lexicon. This is 
the ultimate goal. 
A reader generally uses both approaches in reading. However, being able to 
phonetically segment words into sounds or syllables is a necessary skill for the emergent 
reader who has never seen words in print before as well as for any reader encountering an 
unfamiliar word or letter sequence pattern. Although awareness of phonological 
structures of words is important for the development of reading, these segments are not 
readily apparent to children and much phonological awareness has to be explicitly taught 
and practiced (ASHA, 2001; Catts & Kamhi, 1999). 
After the initial perceptual analysis of speech or print, written and spoken 
language share similar qualities in that readers and listeners use similar linguistic 
knowledge and higher-order processes. According to Catts and Kamhi (1999), words 
heard or seen must activate or be associated with previously stored concepts in the 
individual's mental lexicon or vocabulary store. At the discourse level (i.e., sentences, 
stories, expository texts), where comprehension progresses beyond the word level, 
readers and listeners use structural knowledge (i.e, word order, function words, or 
grammar), propositional knowledge (i.e., identifying and attending to the most salient 
features), and world knowledge (i.e., using past experiences or schemas with concepts) in 
applying meaning to information. Children who comprehend well seem to be able to 
activate relevant background knowledge and can relate what is heard or read to what they 
already know. Consequently, good comprehenders also have good vocabularies and 
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possess higher-order knowledge that allows them to predict, summarize, and clarify what 
is read or heard (Lyon, 1999). 
Differences in spoken and written language. Learning to read requires formal 
instruction as well as explicit knowledge of the phonological aspects of speech, whereas 
the analysis of speech by the listener is done unconsciously due to "evolutionary old and 
adapted and perceptual processes" (ASHA, 2001, p. 16). Logically, the ability to 
comprehend oral discourse or spoken language is a skill well developed before the ability 
to comprehend written discourse. However, proponents of the simple view of reading 
claim that once words have been recognized, reading and listening are much the same 
(Catts & Kamhi, 1999). 
Various other researchers claim otherwise and emphasize that although written 
and spoken discourse types share various characteristics, there are major differences 
between them that will impact how well an individual is able to relate to and comprehend 
what is read or heard (ASHA, 2001; Catts & Kamhi, 1999; Merritt & Culatta, 1998). 
First, speech, unless recorded, is transitory or fleeting. If something is missed or 
misunderstood, interaction can take place in order to check the listener's comprehension. 
Cohesion is based on intonation so the listener also has the benefit of paralinguistic and 
linguistic cues. Writing, on the other hand, is durable, which gives the reader control 
over the speed that the information is read, but if something is misunderstood, the reader 
is not allowed the opportunity to check understanding with the author. However, the 
reader has the benefit of a wide range of visual cues or linguistic markers such as bold 
print, punctuation, color, and different size type. In some cases, additional or 
supplemental information, including glossaries, appendices, and footnotes, is provided. 
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Reading and listening also defer in contexts of their use. Speaking and listening 
generally involve social interaction, where time and space is shared in such a way that 
meaning is implied and constrained by context (Merritt & Culatta, 1998). Especially in 
conversation, topics do not have to be related in a logical way. There is a high frequency 
of coordination, repetition and rephrasing, and many words are used to convey a small 
amount of knowledge. Furthermore, the syntactic and mental complexity is very low. 
Because reading is often an individual activity, where context of time and space are not 
shared, written language is often concise, formally and explicitly stated, and topic-
centered. It is often syntactically and mentally complex (Catts & Kamhi, 1999). 
Literacy Instruction/Intervention 
Phonological awareness. There is a strong consensus among professionals who 
study reading and reading disabilities that instruction in phonological awareness is an 
important part of any good reading curriculum (Adams, 1990; Blachman, 1989). 
Phonological awareness is defined as explicit awareness of or sensitivity to the 
phonological structures of language. Phonemic awareness is the ability to think about, 
compare, or manipulate the speech sounds in words (e.g., segment, delete, substitute, and 
blend). Troia ( 1999) identified 39 published studies examining phonological awareness 
training in children. Each of the studies conducted, 12 of which investigated classroom 
phonological awareness intervention programs, found that training in phonological 
awareness improves phonological awareness skills and/or decoding reading skills. A 
study by Torgeson (1999) found that phonological awareness training had its greatest 
impact when combined with explicit instruction in how to apply phonological awareness 
skills to decoding words. He states that "methods that integrate instruction of 
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sound/symbol correspondence in a way that directly links newly acquired phonemic 
awareness to reading and spelling produce stronger effects on reading" (Catts & Kamhi, 
1999, p. 135). Therefore, print-based activities or instruction in how the alphabet works 
should accompany or immediately follow a phonological awareness task. 
Another consideration to phonological awareness intervention according to Catts 
(1999) is that although word and syllable awareness tasks and rhyme activities are 
important for kindergarten and preschool-aged students, it should not be the focus for 
students learning to read. These children need to be made explicitly aware of phonemes 
in words. Although these tasks may initially include rhyme awareness, efforts should 
primarily focus on segmenting words into phonemes, blending sounds into words, or a 
combination of the two. More complex tasks involve manipulation and require children 
to delete sounds from words, add or substitute sounds in words, or reverse sounds in 
words. Catts (1999) suggest that in most cases, segmentation and blending exercises 
involving simple words are enough to begin applying their knowledge and skill to 
decoding and spelling. 
Other language skills necessary to literacy. Because studies (e.g., Catts, Fey, 
Zhang, and Tomblin, 1999) have shown that many children with deficits in phonological 
awareness and/or reading comprehension often have related language impairments of 
some kind, more comprehensive language instruction in written and oral discourse needs 
to accompany phonological awareness training if literacy instruction/intervention is to be 
successful. Prestby (1998) stated that if children are not provided with "experiences 
designed to foster vocabulary development, background knowledge, the ability to detect 
and comprehend relationships among verbal concepts, and the ability to actively employ 
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strategies to ensure understanding and retention of material, reading failure will occur no 
matter how robust word recognition skills are" (as cited in Lyon, 1999, p. 12). 
Students' comprehension of written and oral discourse can be facilitated through 
effective instructional discourse strategies and through the manipulation of text demands 
(Catts & Kamhi, 1999; Merritt & Culatta, 1998; Strong & North, 1996). Children's 
understanding of a variety of curricular texts can be enhanced through instructional 
discourse interactions that are interactive, reciprocal, modifiable, and personal. 
Instructional discourse interactions that relate ideas to each other and to the students' life 
experiences, prior knowledge and/or emotional reactions will "scaffold students to higher 
levels of texts, strengthen knowledge of concepts, stimulate thinking, as well as address 
the needs of language-based learning disabilities" (Meritt & Culatta, 1998, p. 146). 
Various instructional discourse strategies can be implemented to facilitate students' 
comprehension of texts in both oral and written modalities. If necessary, the text 
(organization, genre, and/or content) can be manipulated to make more demanding texts 
simpler, scaffolding students' comprehension. Three phases are generally involved in 
frameworks for comprehension instruction: before, during, and after reading or listening 
to texts. 
In the preparation or activation stage, students' backgrounds and any text 
characteristics that may be problematic for students need to be considered. It is important 
to make appropriate text selections or modifications in order to enhance children's 
comprehension. It may be necessary to preteach key concepts and/or vocabulary (Merritt 
& Culatta, 1998; Strong & North, 1996). Two common techniques for preteaching 
vocabulary are to either provide salient and multiple examples or to relate new 
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vocabulary to previously stored knowledge. This can sometimes be done with the use of a 
predicated topic, defined as "providing a relevant example or introduction that engages 
the student, defines the content under discussion, and limits the instruction to those issues 
that are emotionally charged and/or emotionally appealing" (Merritt & Culatta, 1998, p. 
163). There are other strategies that the SLP or classroom teacher can use in the 
preparation phase to preteach and enhance reading or listening performance for 
individual students or the class as a whole: (1) represent concepts and connections 
schematically with graphic representations or concrete drawings (i.e., time lines, 
matrices, diagrams, taxonomies, etc.), (2) brainstorm associations and generate questions 
to form a semantic web, (3) provide an overview, short abstract, or description of the text, 
(4) teach the text structure, and (5) provide hands-on experiences related to the text. 
Merritt and Culatta (1998) also suggest facilitation techniques that can be useful 
as the child is encountering texts. The underlying concepts of effective instructional 
discourse in faci litating text comprehension include presenting the same content in 
different text types or connecting the main ideas across texts, identifying implicit ideas in 
text and assisting students in making them explicit, making abstract terms concrete, 
relating events and topics to the text's structure and to each other, and finally linking new 
information to students' own knowledge and emotions. Some intervention strategies to 
help guide teachers and SLPs in implementing effective instructional discourse include 
the following suggestions: "shared" reading with students that includes audience 
participation, define and give examples of words and concepts as they are encountered, 
engage in reciprocal questioning, refer to and build graphic representations (i.e., idea 
maps, Cloze maps, or Venn diagrams), ask or give thought-provoking connection 
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questions as the story progresses, highlight global text organization or macrostructure, 
and call attention to signals and cohesive ties (i.e., stressing words like "because" or 
putting initials over pronouns). 
In the follow-up stage after a text has been read, it is also important to give 
additional opportunities to encounter the text and its underlying concepts and components 
(Merritt & Culatta, 1998; Strong & North, 1996). This can be done by providing the 
previously discussed strategies but for a different purpose, in a new context, and with 
fewer supports. Also suggested is having children orally paraphrase or summarize the 
text or teach the text or content to another student. Children can be given an opportunity 
to apply their knowledge in follow-up activities or projects. Particular to narrative texts, 
follow-up strategies may include dramatizations such as role-playing and reenactments. 
Knowledge can further be extended through reading similar or related texts or by 
allowing for discussions, reflections, and writing experiences. Each of these follow-up 
facilitation techniques can be done with or without the aid of a graphic or visual 
organizer. The modification techniques used throughout each stage of the facilitation 
framework allows the SLP or classroom teacher to recast ideas within familiar language, 
provide redundancy, and reiterate key points in different ways and consequently scaffold 
and guide students' comprehension. 
Role of the Speech-Language Pathologist 
Changing Content of Services 
Most reading disabilities clearly have their foundation in language difficulties. 
Language deficits can be both a cause and consequence of reading disabilities. (Merritt & 
Culatta, 1998) Several studies (e.g., Bishop & Adams, 1990; Silva, McGree, & 
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Williams, 1983) together found that children with language impairments are four to five 
times more likely than normal developing children to have reading difficulties during 
their school years. Other studies (e.g., Wiig & Semel, 1975; Stanovich & Siegal, 1994) 
have found that children with reading disabilities often have problems with receptive 
and/or expressive vocabulary, semantic relationships, comprehension and the use of 
syntax and morphology, and the comprehension and production of text level language. 
Several recent studies and surveys (e.g., Lyon, Vaasen, & Toomey, 1989; Moats; 
1994; Nolan, McCutchen, & Berninger, 1990) of teacher knowledge of reading 
development and difficulties indicate that many teachers are under prepared to teach 
reading. Teaching reading is a difficult task due to the knowledge of language structures 
that it requires such as phonetics, phonology, morphology, orthography, semantics, 
syntax, and text structure (American Federation of Teachers, 2000). However, most 
teachers receive little formal instruction in language development and disorders during 
their undergraduate and/or graduate education. Speech-language pathologists receive 
extensive training in these language areas, which may be beneficial for collaborative 
teaching in language arts. 
Speech-language pathologists possess relevant knowledge and skills in the areas 
of spoken language that allow them to play an integral direct and indirect role in helping 
children to become literate whether through prevention or intervention activities (ASHA, 
2001). SLPs have a rich clinical background in language and its various subsystems 
including phonology, semantics, syntax, morphology, and pragmatics and understand 
individual differences in its normal and disordered development. Their training in 
phonetics used to transcribe sounds of language, along with their expertise in language 
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and phonology makes it appropriate for SLPs to design, implement or co-teach literacy 
programs to address difficulties in phonological awareness. Beyond phonological 
awareness, SLPs understand morphological, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic systems as 
well as higher-order metacognitive and metalinguistic skills necessary for reading 
comprehension and written expression. SLP's extensive background in spoken language 
development allows SLPs to critically examine and/or manipulate the increasing demands 
of spoken and written texts, classroom discourse interactions, and curriculum to assist in 
meeting students' language, learning, and literacy needs. 
According to ASHA (2001), SLPs have roles and responsibilities related to 
prevention, identification, assessment, intervention, monitoring, and follow-up for 
children with and without communication disorders. SLPs have the responsibility to 
work with others to ensure that young children, children with developmental delays, or 
older children who have missed such experiences have opportunities to participate in 
emergent literacy activities: joint book reading, exposure to conventions of print, 
phonological awareness training, sound/symbol correspondence or alphabetic knowledge, 
and adult modeling of literacy activities. SLPs knowledge of normal language 
development allows them to participate and contribute to the identification process. 
Their unique knowledge and experience also allows them to informally and formally 
assess any child's language or Hteracy level and give appropriate intervention 
recommendations to parents and teachers accordingly (ASHA, 2001). 
In regard to intervention, SLPs in general must ensure that students with special 
needs receive intervention that builds on and encourages reciprocal relationships between 
spoken and written language relevant to the general education curriculum (ASHA, 2001). 
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In order to do this, SLPs need three different types of knowledge. First, they must have 
knowledge of the developmental benchmarks associated with reading, spelling, writing, 
and higher-level language. Second, they must be able to identify characteristics of good 
and poor readers, necessary for the selection of appropriate intervention techniques. 
Third, they must have knowledge of typical curriculum and instructional practice. SLPs 
specific role in literacy-based intervention activities may include conducting assessments, 
working with others to plan, design, and implement curriculum-relevant individualized 
intervention programs, and working with others to modify the general curriculum and 
instruction. Because of the need for dynamic and prescriptive roles in assessment and 
intervention, SLPs have the responsibility to make literacy instruction/intervention 
balanced in focus by providing multiple experiences with different genres and text 
structures within authentic language contexts throughout each stage of 
instruction/intervention (ASHA, 2001). This should be done by targeting decoding and 
comprehension simultaneously while keeping in mind the child's socio-cultural heritage 
and curriculum needs. 
SLPs have traditionally not been associated with terms such as "curriculum" or 
"instruction" in the educational sense. In 1975, Public Law (PL) 94-142 mandated the 
individualized education plan (IEP) (Lowe, 1993). Initially, SLPs outlined very specific 
language goals and objectives "incorporating a variety of pragmatic, semantic, syntactic, 
and morphological skills" (Lowe, 1993, p. 57). These goals were determined by 
students' language samples and performances on standardized language assessments. 
Lowe (1993) stated that, though students improved on normative measures, they 
continued to fail in the regular classroom. However, with the implementation of 
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IDEA97, understanding the basic principles of language and the curriculum has become 
vital. Lowe (1993) cites that language disorders have been found to relate to learning 
disabilities, problems in reading and writing skills, and difficulties in verbal math 
problems. Because of the relationship between speech and language disorders and 
academic performance and future achievement, the role of the speech-language 
pathologist in establishing functional goals as part of an educational team has become 
crucial (Miller, 1989). SLPs providing functional curriculum-based language and literacy 
intervention need to help design IEPs that mirror school performance by establishing 
goals and objectives that focus on the student' s ability to perform in the general education 
classroom. 
Finally, ASHA (2001) contends that SLPs have a role in assuming curricular 
responsibilities on behalf of all students in the school setting. These roles may include 
promoting awareness of literacy curriculum, advocating for appropriate services for all 
students, designing and implementing professional development activities for colleagues 
on the language bases of reading and writing, demonstrating specific techniques that may 
be helpful for some students, and providing general assistance regarding reading and 
writing in the classroom. The knowledge base and expertise of speech-language 
pathologists in spoken language and its foundations in literacy make it not only 
appropriate but essential that SLPs work together with classroom teachers through 
various forms of collaboration and/or consultation instruction/intervention practices to 
promote literacy competence and academic and social success for all students (ASHA, 
2001). 
Speech-language pathologists are changing how they are treating children with 
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speech-language disorders. IEP goals have become more functional by incorporating the 
content and contexts of students' curriculum into therapy, allowing for more carryover 
into other areas of the students' lives, including the classroom, where Lowe (1993) states, 
"motivation and integration are built-in phenomenon" (p.59). This transition from an 
isolated to a more integrated model of intervention is also referred to as "curriculum-
based therapy" (Lowe, 1993). Curriculum-based therapy has most often been used with 
language disorders, but its use has also been shown to be effective with children who 
display articulation deficits. Although correct production of target sounds may be slower, 
spontaneous carryover is much faster (Lowe, 1993). 
Changing Context of Services from Speech Room to Classroom 
In 1986, the Regular Education Initiative (REI) was introduced. Although not a 
mandate, the REI encouraged consultative intervention, curriculum-based assessment, 
cooperative learning, increased instructional time, and discouraged segregation from 
peers (Taylor, 1992). The development of the least restrictive environment (LRE) 
mandate of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA, PL 101-476) in 1990 evolved 
from dissatisfaction with continued segregation of students into special education 
classrooms. This law required many students with handicapping conditions to be 
included in regular education classrooms to the greatest extent possible. 
A variety of service delivery models have been developed to address the needs of 
children with speech-language deficits (Cirren & Penner, 1995; Miller, 1989). Cirren 
and Penner (1995) define service delivery models as "an organized configuration of 
resources aimed at achieving a particular educational goal," the most critical of which are 
setting(s) of intervention services and the direct or indirect role(s) the service providers 
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assume. The most commonly employed and familiar service delivery model is the 
traditional pullout model. Intervention is provided for all types and severities of 
communication disorders either individually or in small groups in 15 minute to one hour 
sessions, 1 to 5 times weekly. Services are provided outside the regular or special 
education classroom. The responsibility of the development and management of the 
communication program lies solely with the SLP. 
The popularity of traditional service delivery is based on several premises 
identified by Cirren and Penner (1995), including: the history of the medical model 
approach in school speech pathology, an often simplistic view of language that ignores 
the larger school context, and the control the SLP has of the communication context. A 
final advantage identified by Cirren and Penner (1995) is that "students whose language 
deficits center on structural aspects of language,, may progress better in intervention 
outside the classroom (p. 356). Meyer (1997) also cited several advantages to traditional 
therapy including: (a) it allows for very structured training, (b) a variety of approaches to 
learning can be used without concern that it will fit in the lesson or be appropriate for 
other students, (c) if a deficit is found, it can be addressed immediately and directly 
without linking it to the curriculum, and (d) it is ideal for intervention that requires 
repetition and one-to-one interaction therapy techniques, or when a student feels 
uncomfortable working in the presence of peers. 
Recently there has been a significant shift in educational philosophies and 
practices, resulting in the development and implementation of alternative service delivery 
models aimed at providing services within the more naturalistic context of students' 
regular or special education classrooms (Block, 1995; Cirren & Penner, 1995; Miller, 
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1989). These alternative delivery models are collectively known as collaborative and 
classroom-based intervention. Several types of classroom-based models exist, each with 
their own unique characteristics. Classroom-based direct services are defined as the 
"SLP providing some regularly scheduled direct intervention services to students within 
the classroom" (Cirren & Penner, 1995, p. 332). Within this context, the SLP and 
classroom teacher together may assume a variety of collaborative roles in offering direct 
services within the classroom. Elksnin and Capilouto (1994) describe several 
approaches. Each of these forms of collaborative classroom-based intervention assumes 
that the professionals involved voluntarily except dual responsibility for the students, and 
each person's values are supported by the others as they work toward a common end 
(Block, 1995). 
There are several presumed advantages to classroom-based models of 
intervention. One commonly identified advantage is the relevance of language goals and 
their generalization to natural environments (Cirren & Penner, 1995; Lowe, 1993; Miller, 
1989). Utilizing the students' curricular content and materials allows the students to 
make inferences about the relationship between language skills and the use of those of 
those skills in the classroom. In addition, group skills and social dynamics are enhanced 
(Miller, 1989). Classroom-based services provide a more "relevant means to promote 
generalization and carryover" (Lowe, 1993, p. 60). Another advantage is that students 
not identified or qualifying for speech and language services, but who are at-risk, have an 
opportunity to be helped (Cirren & Penner, 1995). A further advantage is the reversal of 
negative effects of pullout intervention (Cirren & Penner, 1995; Miller, 1989). Children 
do not have to be absent from important class sessions or required to make-up missed 
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classwork. Other suggested advantages include the frequency of intervention (Cirren and 
Penner, 1995), heterogeneous grouping, an increased student motivational level, and a 
stronger working relationship between professionals involved (Lowe, 1993). 
However, like traditional pullout therapy, collaborative classroom-based service 
delivery is not without disadvantages including lack of flexibility, lack of student privacy, 
and a less structured environment which may be disadvantageous for providing 
individual assistance that is often needed for language structure and articulation goals 
(Cirren & Penner, 1995). Other disadvantages associated with the implementation of 
these models are resistance to change by SLPs and classroom teachers and the initial 
collaborative development and, later, in the regularly scheduled collaborative planning. 
Although the role of the speech pathologist in the school has been evolving in the 
past decades, only a few studies have systematically evaluated the effects of traditional 
versus collaborative classroom-based services. Results of these studies can be divided 
into studies that reported effects with children with speech-language deficits and studies 
that compared collaborative services with traditional teacher-only instruction for whole 
classrooms of students. 
Classroom-Based versus Traditional Pullout Services 
for Children with Speech-Language Deficits 
A study by Roberts, Prizant, and McWilliam (1995) investigated the 
communication interactions between SLPs and young children in pullout versus 
classroom-based intervention. The research revealed that in the pullout setting, SLPs 
took more turns, used more acknowledgments and children complied more to requests. 
However, no differences were identified between the service delivery models in the 
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children's number of turns or language functions. An investigation by Wilcox, Kouri, and 
Caswell (1991), comparing pullout versus classroom-based therapy on the lexical 
acquisition of preschoolers with language disorders, revealed no significant differences 
between the two models but found that generalization to the home environment was 
greater for subjects who participated in the classroom-based setting. Valdez and 
Montgomery (1997) studied effects of pullout and classroom-based intervention on basic 
concept acquisition in preschoolers. The researchers found no differences between the 
two therapy approaches. 
Collaborative Classroom Services versus 
Traditional Nonintegrated Instruction 
Ellis, Schlaudecker, and Regimbaul (1995) studied the effects of a collaborative 
consultation approach on the acquisition of basic concepts of kindergarten children. 
Forty subjects with ages ranging from 5:4 to 7:2 were randomly assigned to either the 
experimental or control group at the beginning of the school year. Initial collaboration 
occurred between the SLP, kindergarten teacher, the university physical education faculty 
member, and the grade school physical education teacher to select the nine most 
appropriate and important basic concepts to target during intervention. Consultation by 
the SLP and the university physical educator continued throughout the study on a weekly 
or biweekly basis. Both the kindergarten teacher and the grade school physical education 
teacher were the direct providers of the instruction during the study. The teacher of the 
control group was unaware of the study and continued to teach from the regular 
curriculum. Prior to treatment, all subjects were tested using the Boehm Test of Basic 
Concepts-Revised. Basic concepts were targeted each week, 30 minutes one day by the 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 28 
kindergarten teacher and 30 minutes the next day by the physical education teacher, over 
a period of eight consecutive weeks. Before the close of the instruction period, the 
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts-Revised was re-administered to both treatment groups in 
order to compare pre- and post-test scores of the nine basic concepts as well as 41 
nontarget concepts. 
Comparison of the mean scores between the two subject groups revealed that the 
experimental group scored significantly higher than the control group on the nine target 
concepts. This study supports the premise that collaborative consultation is an effective 
service delivery model in the public schools for the classroom as a whole. A limitation of 
this study was that it did not offer empirical support for the effectiveness of collaborative 
consultation with regard to speech and/or language disordered caseload students. 
An investigation by Nelson, Smitley, and Throneburg (1997) evaluated the 
effectiveness of a collaborative classroom-based phonological awareness training 
program with kindergarten children. The subjects were 45 kindergarten children from 
two elementary schools. One kindergarten classroom served as ~he experimental group 
receiving phonological awareness training from one SLP, classroom teacher, and three 
graduate students in communication disorders and sciences during one hour sessions for 
12 consecutive weeks. The second kindergarten classroom received phonological 
awareness training from the classroom teacher while the SLP served as a consultant. In 
the third kindergarten classroom, the control group received the "Letter People" program 
from the classroom teacher and the SLP and teacher provided collaborative vocabulary 
lessons. The SLP, classroom teacher, and a graduate student met prior to the study for 
approximately three hours and met thereafter for one hour weekly to plan the goals and 
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activities for each weekly session. The training sequence for the collaborative 
phonological awareness training program consisted of five activities: introduction of the 
letter of the week, phoneme/grapheme correspondence, sound blending, story time, and 
song time (segmentation and rhyming were targeted within this activity). Specific 
phonological skills targeted included rhyming (discrimination and production), 
segmentation (sentences, syllables, and phonemes), isolation (initial, medial, final), 
deletion (syllables and phonemes), blending (syllables and phonemes), and graphemes. 
Additional small group activities were provided during center time. The control received 
no explicit phonological awareness instruction and were only exposed to their regular 
kindergarten curriculum. The Phonological Awareness Test (PAT), and the Woodcock-
Johnson Test of Achievement were administered at the beginning and end of the training 
program in order to assess mean improvements in phonological awareness and reading 
abilities respectively. 
Results revealed that collaborative phonological awareness training group's mean 
test gain on the PAT was approximately three times greater than the control group. 
Results further revealed that for both the regular education and speech-language impaired 
students, the collaborative phonological awareness training resulted in the largest gains in 
phonological awareness. The consultative group was lower than the collaborative group 
but also significantly higher than the control group. 
Hadley, Simmerman, Long, and Luna (2000) studied the effectiveness of a 
collaborative classroom-based model of service delivery on the phonological awareness 
and lexical acquisition. Subjects were 86 children, ages ranging from 5:0 to 6:9, with 
diverse ethnic and language backgrounds in two kindergarten and two multiage (K-1) 
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kindergarten classrooms. Of the subjects, 41 % were identified as having limited English 
proficiency and five children received special education services. The collaborative 
classroom-based group consisted of 46 students in one intact kindergarten and multiage 
kindergarten classroom. The SLP and classroom teacher met once weekly to plan the 
collaborative lessons for the week. Instruction targeted vocabulary and phonological 
awareness skills, specifically sound/symbol correspondence, rhyming discrimination, 
beginning sound identification, and syllable/phoneme deletion, in the context of on-going 
classroom activities. The collaborative lessons were provided for 2.5 days each week 
with an additional 20 minutes per week of small group phonological awareness training 
provided as well for approximately a six-month period. The control group, consisting of 
40 children from one intact kindergarten and multiage kindergarten classroom in the 
same school building, received their regular education curriculum without special 
services. At the beginning and end of the study, the following assessment battery was 
administered: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-ill, Expressive Vocabulary Test, Rhyme 
Awareness, Letter-Sound Association, and Syllable Deletion. The first grade subjects 
were given each of the assessments with the exception of Rhyme Awareness and an 
additional assessment of Phoneme Deletion. Results revealed that the collaborative 
classroom-based group demonstrated significantly greater mean test gains on measures of 
expressive and receptive vocabulary as well as on measures of beginning sound 
awareness, letter-sound association, and syllable deletion. 
Although these studies (i.e., Ellis et al., 1995, Nelson et al., 1997, & Hadley et al., 
2000) show promising support for speech-language pathologists' involvement in the 
classroom for the curricular gains, they are limited in scope. They included only one to 
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two classrooms in the collaborative and control conditions. The following studies 
compare the effects of classroom-based collaboration on multiple classroom and/or 
measures of curriculum. 
Throneburg, Calvert, Sturm, Paramboukas, and Paul (2000) compared the effects 
of collaborative, classroom-based (teacher-SLP independent), and traditional service 
approaches on the acquisition of curricular vocabulary. The subjects were children in 
grades kindergarten through third in three sets of classrooms from two public schools. 
Subjects were labeled as children who qualified and children who did not qualify for 
speech and/or language services. During the study, children in corresponding grades were 
presented with the same curriculum, predetermined by the classroom teachers and the 
SLP of each school. 
One set of K-3 classes received collaborative services. Collaborative 
instruction/intervention took place in the classroom with the SLP, classroom teacher, and 
a student from the department of communication disorders and sciences using a team-
teaching approach. Instruction occurred in each class for 40 minutes weekly for a total of 
12 weeks. Five curricular vocabulary words were targeted each week with a total of 60 
words for the entire semester. In addition to vocabulary, classroom 
instruction/intervention also targeted the specific speech and language IEP objectives of 
children and general classroom communication skills. 
A second set of K-3 classes received classroom-based lessons from the SLP and 
three graduate students. The classroom teacher was not involved in planning the lesson 
and the instruction/intervention. The lessons were the same as those presented as for the 
collaborative group, however, the curricular goals throughout the remainder of the week 
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were taught independently by the classroom teachers of the classroom-based group. In 
both the collaborative and the classroom-based groups, children receiving speech-
language services also met with the SLP for pullout services for 15 minutes each week. 
The children in third set of K-3 served as the control group and received their 
traditional regular education instruction from their regular classroom teacher without any 
extra instruction from the SLP. Children who qualified for speech or language services 
continued to receive pullout therapy on an individual basis or in groups of no more than 
three, averaging 50 minutes weekly. Treatment targeted specific IBP objectives using the 
same curricular materials as used by the collaborative group. 
A twenty-item vocabulary test, specifically designed for each grade level, was 
administered and audiotaped at the beginning and end of treatment. Items on the test 
were randomly selected from more than 60 targeted words from each grade level. A 
hierarchical scoring system was designed to be sensitive to different levels of 
understanding. The smallest gains in vocabulary acquisition were evidenced by the 
traditional group with the collaborative and classroom-based group evidencing similar 
larger gains for children who did not qualify for speech-language services. Comparison 
of the mean vocabulary gains of children qualifying for speech and/or language services 
revealed somewhat different results with children in the collaborative group 
demonstrating significantly higher vocabulary scores then those children receiving 
speech and/or language services in either the classroom-based or traditional approaches. 
A study by Farber and Klein (1999) compared multiple classrooms on several 
curriculum measures. This study compared a collaborative classroom-based instruction 
program called Maximizing Academic Growth by Improving Communication (MAGIC) 
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with a regular education program receiving no support services on four curricular skills 
of reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Subjects were 552 kindergarten and first 
grade students from 12 classrooms in six different elementary schools without identified 
special needs. Subjects were divided into three groups: treatment group 1 (Tl group), 
treatment group 2 (T2 group), and a control group (C group). The Tl group (273 
children) included one kindergarten classroom and one first grade classroom in each of 
the six elementary schools. The T2 group (46 students) consisted of students who were 
randomly selected from each control class. Because both the Tl group and C group were 
intact classes, each with one consistent classroom teacher, the T2 group was formed in 
order to help reduce teacher bias as a confounding variable. The students in this group 
left their classrooms and participated in the same classroom-based collaborative lessons 
as the Tl group. Both the Tl and T2 groups received classroom-based collaborative 
instruction by the SLP and classroom teacher three times per week for a total of 2.25 
hours weekly for the entire school year. However, the parents and teachers of the students 
in the Tl group received additional follow-up materials and resources including a 5-hour 
teacher/therapist collaborative workshop held prior to the study and a 5-hour parent 
education workshop held during the second portion of the study. The T2 group received 
no other part of the training. The C group (233 children) consisted of one kindergarten 
class and one first-grade class in each of the same elementary schools but received their 
regular education program with no support services from this study. The students in this 
group were matched to students in the T l group by age, school, socioeconomic status, 
and heterogeneous class tracking. Each of eighteen SLPs participating in the program, 
provided 2.25 hours of classroom-based collaborative instruction each week in either a 
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team-teaching or split-class approach. Weekly collaborative meetings between the SLP 
and classroom teachers were conducted for one hour each week. The collaborative 
lessons were curriculum-based and followed a whole-language teaching approach. 
Results were determined, using a post-test design, by administering the MAGIC 
Language Test, which assessed reading, writing, speaking, and listening, to all students in 
each instruction group at the conclusion of the study. The teachers in the study also 
completed a Teacher Questionnaire of Student Language Abilities for each child. 
Results revealed that the T 1 and T2 groups performed greater on all four subtests 
of the Magic Test. However, the improvements of statistical significance were those on 
the Listening subtest, the Writing subtest, and Total test. Pre- and posttest scores were 
compared for 41 students who were tested during a pilot study prior to the start of the 
MAGIC program. Chi square analysis found improvements by both pilot treatment 
groups to be of statistical significance. However, because pre-test scores were not 
determined which would allow for comparison of pre- and post-test mean scores for all 
subjects in the study, results of this study should be interpreted with some caution. 
Summary and Statement of Objectives 
Research has documented that a child's success or failure in school is related to 
the child's ability to use language to share and create meaning (King, 1984). ASHA 
(2001) contends that speech-language pathologists' extensive background and training in 
language provides them with an evolving critical role in assuming language-related 
curricular responsibilities by serving as a language resource for classroom teachers. 
Examples of how speech-language pathologists can function as part of an educational 
team in impacting the language arts curricular success of all students may include 
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collaboration, consultation, and provision of in-services. 
Few research studies document the effectiveness of SLP-teacher collaborative 
services in the classroom. Those that do exist report general support concerning the 
effectiveness of the collaborative model for improving cunicular skills primarily in 
language arts; however, many weaknesses exist. Ellis et al. (1995), Nelson et al. (1997), 
· and Hadley et al. (2000), were very small in scope and only included one to two 
classrooms in collaborative and control conditions. Throneburg et al. (2000) included a 
larger number of classrooms, however, included only one measure of curricular 
improvement, vocabulary knowledge. Farber and Klein's (1999) data is the most 
promising to date, employing multiple measures of cuniculum (reading, writing, 
listening, speaking) with multiple classrooms. However, their research incorporated a 
posttest design with no pretest to ensure equality of classrooms prior to instruction or 
indicate amount of gain in cunicular areas that were taught. 
The purpose of the present study was to evaluate the effects of collaborative 
instruction on multiple language arts curricular goals specifically related to narrative 
comprehension skill development for children in first and second grades. The specific 
research questions were as follows: 
1. Is there a significant difference in the improvement of language arts curricular 
goals related to narrative comprehension skills for children with speech-
language deficits who participated in the collaborative classroom-based 
instruction and children with speech-language deficits who received speech 
and language services through traditional service deli very? 
2. For children who did not qualify for speech and language services, is there a 
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significant difference between improvement of language arts curricular goals 
related to narrative comprehension skills for those who participated in 
collaborative classroom-based language lessens and those who received 
instruction provided by the classroom teacher without assistance of the 
speech-language pathologist? 
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CHAPTER III 
Methods 
Overview 
The purpose of the present study was to compare the effectiveness of 
collaborative classroom-based instruction/intervention with the traditional nonintegrated 
service delivery model for language arts curricular goals specifically related to narrative 
skill development for non-communication disordered (NCD) students and students with 
speech-language deficits. One hundred and forty students in first and second grade from 
nine classrooms participated in the study. Pre- and posttests were administered using 
assessment materials from the Strong Narrative Assessment Procedure (SNAP) (Strong, 
1998) to measure the effectiveness of the instruction/intervention. 
Subjects 
Subjects were 140 children with signed permission slips (Appendix A) enrolled in 
nine first and second grade classes at Carl Sandburg Elementary School located in east 
central Illinois. There was an average of 20 students enrolled in each first and second 
grade class. The number of subjects participating per class ranged from 14-18 subjects 
with an average of 16. 
Of the 140 subjects, there were 112 non-communication disordered (NCD) 
subjects, and 28 were receiving services for speech and/or language deficits. Twelve 
subjects were receiving services for documented speech deficits. Subjects with speech 
deficits were all diagnosed with articulation delays. These children scored one standard 
deviation or greater below the mean on one standardized articulation assessment. Sixteen 
subjects were diagnosed with language deficits and scored one standard deviation or 
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greater below the mean on two different standardized language tests. Subjects who 
qualified for both speech and language services were included in the language category. 
Table 1 displays the total number of subjects by treatment group, classroom, and speech-
language deficit status. 
Table 1 
Number of Subjects According to Treatment Condition, Classroom, and Speech-
Language Deficit Status 
Condition !l of NCD n of Speech !l of Language n of subjects 
Collaborative Totals 61 6 8 75 
Classroom A 12 1 4 17 
Classroom B 13 0 2 15 
Classroom C 14 0 0 14 
Classroom D 10 2 2 14 
Classroom E 12 3 0 15 
Traditional Totals 51 6 8 65 
Classroom F 14 1 0 15 
Classroom G 14 1 2 17 
Classroom H 13 2 3 18 
Classroom I 10 2 3 15 
STUDY TOTALS 112 12 16 140 
Subject groups were divided similarly between the two the treatment groups. The 
total number of subjects with speech-language deficits varied by classroom, however, 
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ranging from 0-5 subjects with an average of four subjects with speech-language deficits 
per classroom. 
Assessment 
Curricular Narrative Assessment 
Narrative assessment materials from the Strong Narrative Assessment Procedure 
(SNAP) (Strong, 1998) were modified and used to evaluate language arts curricular goals 
(i.e., story grammar, narrative comprehension, compare/contrast, synonyms/antonyms, 
literacy vocabulary, and sequencing). The SNAP is a narrative assessment resource used 
to collect and analyze spoken narrative samples from elementary and middle school 
students with normal and disordered language. Two of the three stimulus stories were 
randomly selected as pre- and posttest assessment measures from the SNAP. The 
stimulus story, "A Boy, A Dog, and A Frog" was presented in the pretest condition, and 
"Frog, Where Are You?" was presented in the post-test. These stimulus stories offered 
reliable pre- and posttest measures. They are essentially equivalent in length 
(approximately 398 words each), number of main characters (three), theme, story 
grammar complexity, syntactic complexity, and cohesive density (approximately 180 
cohesive ties each). The stories also offered content and major scripts that most school-
aged children should be familiar (e.g., finding a pet, losing a pet). 
Ten comprehension questions, five factual and five inferential, as well as matrixes 
with examples of correct and incorrect responses for scoring purposes were included in 
the SNAP assessment resource. These questions primarily addressed the curricular goals 
Inferencing and Stating Details. Fifteen additional questions were developed by the 
current investigator for each stimulus story to evaluate other targeted language arts 
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cunicular goals (i.e., synonyms/ antonyms, literacy vocabulary, sequencing, and story 
grammar). The current investigator developed matrixes of examples of correct and 
incorrect responses for scoring purposes of the additional 15 items. Refer to Appendix C 
for the typed transcript of the pre- and posttest stimulus stories as well as a 
comprehensive listing of the 25 assessment questions of the Cunicular Narrative 
Assessment including respective acceptable/unacceptable responses pertaining to each. 
Table 2 displays the number of assessment questions related to each cunicular goal 
targeted during collaborative instruction. 
Table 2 
Number of Pre- and Posttest Assessment Questions Related to Cunicular Goals Targeted 
Cunicular Goal 
1. Story Elements/Grammar 
2. Comprehension Strategies and Goals 
3. Inferencing 
4. Stating Details 
5. Synonyms, Antonyms, and Homonyms 
6. Compare and Contrast 
7. Literacy Vocabulary 
8. Sequencing 
Test Procedure 
Number of Related Assessment Questions 
3 
2 
5 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
A pilot test was conducted prior to the start of the study to evaluate the suitability 
of test directions and question wording as well as to assess whether the cunicular 
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questions developed were of grade-appropriate difficulty. Five first and second grade 
children from a different local school with signed permission slips were given the pilot 
test of the pre- and posttests of the Curricular Narrative Assessment. Following pilot 
testing, question items were reordered and a couple questions were reworded. 
The Curricular Narrative Assessment was completed at the beginning and end of 
the 2000-2001 school year for all subjects in first and second grade with signed 
permission slips at Carl Sandburg Elementary School. Pretesting occurred during the last 
two weeks in September of 2000. Posttesting took place during the second week of April 
of 2001. Students were not included in testing for any of the following specific reasons: 
1) permission slips not returned or parental permission denied, 2) absent during 
scheduled testing days, 3) moved to a new school, or 4) absent or incomplete tape 
recording of the student's test responses. Testing was completed by graduate students in 
the Department of Communication Disorders and Sciences at Eastern Illinois University. 
Testers were given a detailed copy of assessment procedures (see Appendix B) and a list 
of the Curricular Narrative Assessment questions (refer to Appendix C for both pre- and 
posttest Curricular Narrative Assessment questions) during a 50-minute class period that 
allowed them to become familiarized with the testing procedures. This review also 
allowed the opportunity to listen to the audiocassette of the story and to ask questions. At 
the time of pre- and posttesting, all testers were unaware of subjects' characteristics (e.g., 
whether a child had a speech-language deficit) and instruction group condition (i.e., 
experimental or control). 
The assessment procedures were similar for both pre- and posttest conditions. 
Rooms within the elementary school that offered a quiet testing environment free of 
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visual and auditory distractions were selected for story presentation. Story listening 
stations were designed which allowed for groups of children to listen to the story 
simultaneously. One examiner and approximately 4-5 students were assigned to each 
listening station. The examiner briefly familiarized the students with the listening task. 
The audiocassette recording of the stimulus story was played at the table while the 
children followed along as the graduate student turned the storybook pages as it was 
played. A frog's croak on the audiotape served as a cue for the graduate student to tum 
the page. 
Each child was individually assigned to an examiner, who introduced the title and 
author of the book using a copy of the book cover and then, based upon it, asked a 
prediction question about the subject of the story before the audiocassette story 
presentation. After answering the question, the child was assigned to one of two listening 
stations. After listening to the story, they were led back to their original examiner, an 
assumed nai"ve listener, to orally retell the story to the best of their ability. Following the 
oral story retelling, the children were asked the remaining 24 curricular questions relating 
to the stimulus story. Each question was allowed to be repeated once. If a child showed 
difficulties, up to two neutral prompts per question from the testers were allowed (e.g., 
''Take a guess." or "What do you think the answer is?"). Examiners were instructed to 
offer only general encouragement and praise (i.e., "Good job," "Well done," or "Uh-
huh") after each answer. Analysis of the audiocassette recordings indicated that testers, if 
necessary, only repeated each question once, and gave between 0-3 prompts per question 
with the majority being zero and rarely more than two. The final question required the 
child to correctly sequence six pictures from the story. Each sequencing card was 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 43 
colored coded. To ensure consistency across testers, a pre-determined color sequence 
was provided to the examiners for arranging the pictures on the table. Testers used a Sony 
TCM-4DV cassette recorder with a blank TDK D120 High Output IECI!fype I 
audiocassette to be placed approximately 12 inches from the child to record all responses. 
Scoring and Reliability 
The child's responses were recorded on a test form by the examiner. All testing 
was audiotaped. One examiner scored the pre- and posttests of the Curricular Narrative 
Assessment of all subjects by reviewing audiocassette recordings. All responses were 
scored as either correct or incorrect with a plus/minus tally using scoring matrixes of 
acceptable and unacceptable responses as guidelines. The original examiner and a 
second examiner each re-scored 35% of the tests to calculate intra- and interjudge 
reliability. A Pearson Product Moment Correlation determined the intrajudge reliability 
of the primary investigator was r = .96, and the interjudge reliability between the two 
examiners was r = .89. 
Instruction/Intervention 
One speech-language pathologist provided services to nine first and second grade 
classrooms. The SLP met with the classroom teachers participating in the study prior to 
the beginning of the semester. Of the nine classrooms, six classroom teachers were 
randomly assigned to either treatment condition. Two classrooms were assigned to the 
traditional teacher-only instruction model due to other commitments of the teachers. 
Additionally, one first grade classroom was assigned to the collaborative condition to 
make the number of children with speech-language deficits more equivalent in the two 
conditions. Assignment to treatment condition resulted in three first grade and two 
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second grade classrooms participating in the collaborative condition with the remaining 
four classrooms participating in the traditional model. 
Collaborative classroom-based instruction/intervention and a nonintegrated 
traditional teacher-only instruction approach were conducted with the children 
participating in the study. The collaborative classroom-based instruction/intervention 
was defined as the SLP and classroom teacher working together to provide curricular and 
speech-language instruction/intervention within the classroom setting. Traditional 
nonintegrated instruction was defined as the two professionals working independently: 
the speech-language pathologist targeting speech-language goals in a pullout setting, and 
the classroom teacher targeting curricular goals within the classroom 
All children in first and second grades were exposed to the similar language arts 
curricular units and goals, respective to grade level, during their regular language arts 
lessons during the time this study was conducted. Prior to the Fall 2000 semester the 
speech-language pathologist who served the elementary school met with the collaborative 
classroom teachers individually to discuss the curriculum goals and tentative activities for 
the course of the study. The curricular goals chosen to be targeted during collaborative 
lessons were selected from the school district's curriculum handbook and were goals that 
were identified for both first and second grades. The classroom teachers in the traditional 
instruction group were not part of the collaborative meetings. Table 3 provides a 
definition and example of each language arts curricular goal targeted for both grade 
levels during the 2000-2001 school year. 
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Table 3 
Definition and Examples of Curricular Goals Targeted for First and Second Grades 
Goal 
I. Story Elements/Grammar 
2. Comprehension Strategies 
and Goals 
3. Inferencing 
4. Stating Details 
Description; Key Terms; Examples of Activities 
When given a story or passage, the student will 
identify the story or passage's characters, setting, main 
problem, solution, and outcomes when revisiting text. 
When given a story or passage, the student will apply 
reading strategies including summarizing, clarifying, 
question-asking, previewing, predicting, drawing 
conclusions, and identifying the main idea. 
When given a story or passage, the student will state 
the implied cause or effect for various story events. 
When given a story or passage, the student will restate 
a piece of information stated directly in that passage or 
story. 
5. Synonyms, Antonyms, and When presented with words from a story or passage, 
Homonyms the student will identify the either the word's 
6. Compare and Contrast 
synonym, antonym or homonym and use it in a 
sentence. 
When given a story or passage, the student will 
explain either the similarity or difference between 
characters, objects, or events in the passage. 
Table 3 Continued on Next Page 
Goal 
7. Literacy Vocabulary 
8. Sequencing 
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Description; Key Terms; Examples of Activities 
When given a story or passage, the student will be 
identify or be familiar with its title, author/illustrator, 
main idea, table of contents, glossary, and genre. 
When given a story or passage, the student will 
correctly order the events from the story or passage 
using pictures that depict each event. 
Collaborative Classroom-Based Instruction/Intervention 
The speech-language pathologist (SLP), two Eastern Illinois University faculty 
members, and an EIU graduate student in Communication Disorders and Sciences (CDS) 
met at the commencement of the semester to discuss general treatment techniques and 
activities. The SLP and classroom teachers collaborated during regularly scheduled 
meetings throughout the semester to plan specific details of the classroom instruction and 
activities that would be implemented during the next week's collaborative classroom-
based language arts lesson and discuss needs of children with speech-language deficits. 
The collaboration meetings were scheduled for 25 minutes every week for each of 
the four classroom teachers (a total planning time of 125 minutes for the SLP). Four of 
the five teachers met consistently with the SLP weekly throughout the school year. The 
fifth teacher met for a period of time for the first semester but met only informally for 
brief periods during the second semester. A graduate student was included in the 
collaborative meetings. 
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A checklist was completed by a graduate student documenting discussion and 
planning during the weekly collaborative meeting (see Appendix D for the Collaboration 
Meeting Checklist). Items documented included choosing curricular goals, developing 
activities for those goals, assigning responsibilities for the preparation and 
implementation of the activities, choosing speech-language goals and how they would be 
targeted within the collaborative lesson, and suggesting carryover ideas for both the 
curricular and speech-language goals. Untargeted goals, absences, and other comments 
related to the previous collaborative lesson were also reviewed. 
During the collaborative meetings, the SLP and classroom teachers often initially 
discussed the students with speech-language deficits that were in the classroom teacher's 
respective classroom. The student(s) performance and progress on speech-language 
objectives targeted during the preceding collaborative classroom-based instruction was 
reviewed. The classroom teachers also reviewed if and how she targeted student(s) 
speech-language goals throughout the previous week. The SLP offered suggestions for 
carryover activities and ways to target the student's speech-language objectives during 
the upcoming week. The remaining collaborative meeting time focused on the story and 
classroom activity that was to be the focus of next collaborative whole-classroom lesson. 
The SLP generally took the lead in lesson planning and often suggested the story, 
corresponding classroom activities, and narrative curricular goals to be targeted. The 
classroom teachers provided additional input on how specific goals could be targeted and 
offered creative ideas for the collaborative classroom lesson and activities. On occasion, 
the classroom teachers provided input on the current language arts theme of the class, 
suggesting specific books and curricular goals to be targeted related to the particular 
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theme for upcoming lessons. Occasionally, the classroom teachers asked that other 
curricular goals, other than the eight narrative curricular goals specific to this study, also 
be targeted during collaborative instruction. 
Children in the five classes participating in the collaborative lessons received 
instruction/intervention from their respective classroom teacher and the SLP. Primarily a 
one-teach/one-drift approach was used with the SLP doing the teaching and the 
classroom teacher drifting, but a co-teaching approach was also used at times. Instruction 
occurred during the language arts curricular lesson provided 30 minutes per week for 20 
weeks with a range of 16-17 lessons provided per classroom during the 2000-2001 school 
year. One of three graduate students from the Communication Disorders and Sciences 
Department at Eastern Illinois University was present for each of the collaborative 
lessons of each classroom to observe but did not take part in the lesson. 
Most collaborative lessons incorporated children's literature, which was read 
aloud to the class as a whole by the SLP and occasionally the classroom teacher. 
Depending on the book's length and complexity, it was targeted over the course of one to 
two collaborative lessons and, at times, the storybook was also left in the classroom for 
the classroom teacher and children to read and refer to throughout the remainder of the 
week. The children were made aware of the book' s author(s), illustrator(s), title, and 
story illustrations. The speech-language pathologist emphasized key vocabulary words, 
substituted ambiguous words and phrases for concrete words and phrases, periodically 
asked open-ended thought-provoking questions, and recast ideas in order to heighten and 
guide comprehension. Occasionally, the SLP modeled "Think-Alouds" and corrective 
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strategies such as rereading and determining the meaning of a word based on contextual 
clues. 
Following the story presentation, children often practiced story retelling by acting 
out the story and on a few occasions did story retelling with the aid of a visual/graphic 
organizer (i.e., Semantic Word Map, Story Grammar Cue Chart, Compare/Contrast 
Chart). The children were often asked questions relating to the ideas or themes of the 
entire story with some specific detail questions and inference questions. Curricular 
questions relating to the story were addressed during various group activities. Story 
grammar questions were occasionally asked and included identifying the main 
character(s), setting, main idea or theme, and, when relevant, major conflicts or problems, 
and how these problems or conflicts were fixed or resolved. Questions about similarities 
and differences of characters and objects in the story were sometimes asked but primarily 
for second grade classes. Children were often asked questions relating to verbal 
sequencing by identifying what happened "first" or what happened "after" a specific 
event and many times in the context of story reenactment. Narrative comprehension 
questions were also occasionally asked which required the children to not only remember 
details from the story but also make inferences. During several collaborative lessons, 
other curricular goals, at the request of the classroom teacher, were targeted in place of or 
in conjunction with the eight narrative curricular goals targeted for the purposes of this 
study and included action verbs, nouns, alphabetical order, multiple meaning words, and 
categories. The SLP also targeted speech and language objectives within the 30-minute 
whole-class lesson. 
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In addition to the collaborative whole-class lesson, students with speech-language 
IBP goals received 10 minutes of one teach-one drift (classroom teacher teach-SLP drift) 
intervention each week within the classroom to target IBP goals. This was done in order 
to fulfill the required minutes per week specified by the child's IBP. The SLP 
incorporated curricular material that the teacher was targeting at the time. This time 
occurred across subject areas including language arts, math, science, and art. 
Traditional Nonintegrated and Control Condition 
Children with speech or language deficits received intervention that was provided 
in two 20-minute therapy sessions per week (40 minutes total) individually or in small 
groups (2 children) in a traditional pullout model of therapy. The therapy targeted 
speech-language goals using the same or similar narrative materials as used in the 
classroom sessions in the collaborative condition. 
Four classes, two first grades and two second grades, served as the control group. 
The control group's classroom teachers independently targeted the same curricular goals 
(all goals were pre-set by the school's district) as the collaborative 
instruction/intervention group without the assistance of the speech-language pathologist. 
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CHAPTER IV 
Results 
Results were obtained by comparing the difference between the pre- and posttest 
scores on the Curricular Narrative Assessment of 140 subjects from nine first and second 
grade classrooms. Group means for the narrative curricular goals pre- and posttests were 
calculated for all non-communication disordered (NCD) and speech and/or language 
impaired children who received collaborative classroom-based and traditional instruction 
for 20 weeks. The means for the pre- and posttests as well as the test gains for the 
Curricular Narrative Assessment are presented in Table 4. The means for the pre- and 
posttest Curricular Narrative Assessment were calculated with 25 total possible correct 
responses. Figure 1 displays the pre- and posttest data presented in Table 4 recalculated 
into mean percent accuracy gains. 
The Curricular Narrative Assessment (25 possible points) was administered prior 
to the onset of instruction/intervention to determine that the two treatment groups were 
commensurate. Initial testing indicated that the collaborative CM= 11.04) and traditional 
CM= 11.97) groups performed similarly overall. A one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOV A) revealed no statistically significant differences between the groups on the 
pretest, E (1, 138) = 2.11, Q = .15. The lowest pretest group means were evidenced by 
subjects receiving language services in both the collaborative and traditional groups with 
both obtaining a pretest group mean of 7.63. Subjects receiving speech services in the 
collaborative group obtained a pretest group mean of 12.17, while subjects receiving 
speech services in the traditional group demonstrated a mean pretest score of 9.33. The 
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NCD subjects in both the collaborative CM= 11.38) and traditional (M = 12.96) groups 
evidenced similar pretest scores. 
Table 4 
Comparison of Mean Scores and Standard Deviations on the Curricular Narrative 
Assessment of Subjects who Participated in Collaborative or Traditional Service Delivery 
Service Delivery 
Collaboration Total (n_ = 75) 
Non-Communication 
Disordered (n = 61) 
Speech (n = 6) 
Language (n = 8) 
Traditional Total (n =65) 
Non-Communication 
Disordered (n =51) 
Speech (n = 6) 
Language (n = 8) 
Pretest 
11.04 (3.56) 
11.38 (3.46) 
12.17 (3.37) 
7.63 (2.83) 
11.97 (4.01) 
12.96 (3.59) 
9.33 (2.80) 
7.63 (3.78) 
Posttest 
15.08 (3.06) 
15.10 (3.16) 
18.33 (1.37) 
12.50 (3.12) 
14.88 (3.21) 
15.47 (3.06) 
12.83 (3.06) 
12.62 (2.97) 
Test Gain 
4.04 (2.96) 
3.72 (2.98) 
6.17 (2.71) 
4.88 (2.36) 
2.91 (3.57) 
2.51 (3.32) 
3.50 (4.23) 
5.00 (4.24) 
Note. Subjects who received both speech and language therapy were included with the 
language group. Standard deviations are reported in parenthesis. 
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Figure 1. Mean Percent Accuracy Gains on the Cunicular Narrative Assessment of 
Subjects who Participated in the Collaborative or Traditional Service Delivery Model. 
Following 20 weeks of instruction/intervention, the subjects were administered 
the Curricular Narrative Assessment posttest (25 total points). Mean test gains were 
calculated by subtracting the pretest from the posttest scores. The mean test gain in the 
collaborative condition was slightly higher than the mean test gain demonstrated by the 
traditional condition, 4.04 and 2.91 respectively. Non-communication disordered 
subjects (NCD) in the collaborative group demonstrated slightly higher mean test gains 
than NCD students in the traditional group (Ms= 3.72, 2.51 respectively). Subjects 
receiving speech services in the collaborative group CM = 6.17) made greater mean test 
gains than subjects receiving speech services in the traditional group (M = 3.50). 
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Subjects receiving language services in the collaborative and traditional groups 
demonstrated similar mean test gains (Ms= 4.88, 5.00 respectively) and made larger 
gains than the NCD subjects in both groups (Ms= 3.72, 2.51). The NCD subjects in the 
traditional condition who received no instruction from the SLP evidenced the lowest 
mean test gain CM= 2.51) of all subject groups. 
The difference between groups of subjects was evaluated using a 2 x 3 analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) (treatment group x speech-language deficit status) to determine the 
main effects of service delivery model and speech-language deficit status as well as the 
interaction between these variables. The ANOV A revealed no significant difference 
between treatment groups, E (1, 134) =2.473, ll = .118. There was a main effect between 
the NCD subjects, the subjects receiving speech services, and the subjects receiving 
language services, F (2, 134) = 3.470, ll = .034. A Fisher's least significant difference 
(LSD) post hoe analysis revealed that the subjects receiving language services made 
significantly greater gains than the NCD subjects ~ = .038). There was not a significant 
interaction between treatment group and speech-language deficit E (2, 134) = .899, ll = 
.417. 
Further evaluation of treatment results was conducted to determine whether trends 
existed by classroom. Nine classrooms participated in the study with five assigned to the 
collaborative classroom-based group and four assigned to the traditional group. The 
Curricular Narrative Assessment pre- and posttest classroom means as well as test gains 
was calculated for the nine classrooms and are presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5 
Comparison of Means Scores on the Curricular Narrative Assessment of Subjects 
According to Classroom 
Service Deli very Class Pretest Posttest Test Gain 
Collaborative A (n = 17) 12.35 (4.30) 15.47 (3.14) 3.12 (2.62) 
B <n. = 15) 9.47 (3.27) 14.67 (2.85) 5.20 (3.38) 
C(n=l4) 10.86 (3.46) 13.43 (2.38) 2.57 (2.38) 
D(n=l4) 10.14 (3.03) 15.86 (3.96) . 5.71 (3.24) 
E (n = 15) 12.13 (2.92) 15.87 (3.60) 3.73 (2.12) 
Traditional F(n= 15) 14.87 (2.75) 17 .07 (2.22) 2.20(3.49) 
G (n = 17) 13.00 (4.20) 16.35 (2.87) 3.35 (3.84) 
H(n= 18) 10.50 (2.73) 12.72 (2.70) 2.22 (3.26) 
I (n = 15) 9.67 (4.24) 13.60 (2.92) 3.93 (3.69) 
Note. n represents the number of subjects per classroom. Standard deviations reported in 
parenthesis. 
Classroom means for the Curricular Narrative Assessment pretest (25 total points) 
ranged from 9.47 (classroom B) to 14.87 (classroom F). Classrooms participating in the 
collaborative group had similar pretest means (range = 9.47 to 12.35). The classrooms 
participating in the traditional group likewise had similar pretests (range = 9.67 to 14.87) 
with the exception of one classroom 
Following 20 weeks of instruction/intervention, test means of all classrooms 
improved to some degree. The mean test gains for the collaborative classrooms ranged 
from 2.57 to 5.71 with the lowest mean test gain demonstrated by classroom C and the 
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highest mean test gain demonstrated by classroom D. The teacher from classroom C was 
the teacher who did not consistently participate in collaborative meetings. Within the 
collaborative group, classroom B demonstrated the next highest mean test gain of 5.20. 
The mean test gains for traditional classrooms were similar, ranging from 2.20 to 3.93. 
Classroom F (traditional) had the highest pretest mean CM= 14.87) but yielded the lowest 
mean test gain (M = 2.20) as compared to all other classrooms. Overall, with the 
exception of classroom C, the classrooms in the collaborative condition evidenced larger 
gains than the classrooms in the traditional condition, with classrooms B and D 
evidencing as much as double the mean test gains as those of the traditional classrooms, 
specifically F and H. 
According to the mean pre- and posttest results obtained, both groups made a 
positive increase in mean scores on the Curricular Narrative Assessment following the 
20-week instruction/intervention period. The next set of data analyses compares the pre-
and posttests means of each of the eight narrative language arts curricular goals assessed 
by the Curricular Narrative Assessment to determine which narrative curricular goals 
improved. The eight narrative language arts curricular goals assessed were Literacy 
Vocabulary, Comprehension Strategies and Goals, Inferences, Stating Details, Synonyms 
and Antonyms, Compare and Contrast, Literacy Vocabulary, and Sequencing (refer to 
Table 3 for a description and example of each curricular goal). Table 6 displays the mean 
pre- and posttest scores of each of the eight assessed curricular goal areas according to 
treatment group. 
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Table 6 
Comparison of the Means Scores and Standard Deviations of the Eight Narrative 
Curricular Goals Assessed on the Curricular Narrative Assessment According to Service 
Deliverx Model 
Collaborative Traditional 
Total# 
Curricular Goal Possible Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
Story Elements 3 1.67 (0.64) 1.87 (0.68) 1.75 (.079) 1.72 (0.78) 
Comprehension 2 0.69 (0.73) 1.25 (0.72) 0.80 (0.73) 1.31 (0.66) 
Strategies & Goals 
Inferences 5 1.83 (1.17) 2.79 (1.24) 2.17 (1.29) 3.08 (1.19) 
Stating Details 5 3.31 (1.01) 3.57 (0.98) 3.38 (l.04) 3.78 (0.99) 
Synonyms & 4 0.60 (0.84) 2.51 (l.26) 0.60 (0.84) 1.60 (1.20) 
Antonyms 
Compare/Contrast 3 1.77 (1.06) 1.51 (0.79) 2.12 (0.93) 1.60 (0.95) 
Literacy 2 0.51 (0.69) 0.80 (0.74) 0.51 (0.69) 0.95 (0.80) 
Vocabulary 
Sequencing I 0.67 (0.47) 0.84 (0.37) 0.62 (0.49) 0.88 (0.33) 
Total 25 11.04 (3.56) 15.08 (0.68) 11.97 (4.01) 14.88 (3.21) 
Note. Standard deviations are reported in parenthesis. 
Both the collaborative and traditional treatment groups demonstrated similar 
mean pretest scores for each of the eight curricular goals. Comparison of the treatment 
groups mean posttest scores for each of the eight curricular goals showed that both the 
collaborative and traditional conditions yielded similar mean scores with the only 
exception being for Synonyms and Antonyms. The collaborative group scored almost a 
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full-point higher than the traditional group on Synonyms and Antonyms (Ms= 2.51 and 
1.60 for the collaborative and traditional groups respectively), whereas the mean posttest 
score for all other curricular goals only varied between the two treatment groups by a 
fraction of a point. For both the collaborative and traditional groups, the curricular goal, 
Compare/Contrast, showed a decrease in mean test score on the posttest. This decrease is 
most likely attributed to the difficulty of the assessment question rather than a regression 
in performance level. 
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CHAPTERV 
Discussion 
The primary purpose of present study was to compare the effectiveness of 
collaborative classroom-based service delivery with traditional nonintegrated service 
delivery on the improvement of narrative language arts curricular goals of children in 
first and second grade. The study evaluated the progress of non-communication 
disordered (NCD) students as well as students with documented speech-language deficits. 
According to the results obtained from the Curricular Narrative Assessment, the 
collaborative classroom-based instruction group demonstrated slightly higher but not 
significantly different mean test gains when compared with the traditional teacher-only 
instruction group. The NCD children in the collaborative treatment condition made 
larger improvements in test performance than the NCD children in the traditional teacher-
only group. The children receiving speech services in the collaborative condition made 
greater mean test gains than the children receiving speech services in the traditional 
group. The children receiving language services in both models made significantly 
greater mean test gains than the NCD children in the two service delivery models. The 
results of this study demonstrate that collaborative service delivery is comparable if not 
better than traditional service delivery for targeting curricular goals of first and second 
grade children with and without speech-language deficits. 
The trend for greater gains for whole classrooms of children receiving 
collaborative instruction in this study support previous research (i.e., Hadley, 
Simmerman, Long, & Luna, 2000; Farber & Klein, 1999; Nelson, Smitley, & 
Throneburg, 1997; Throneburg, Calvert, Sturm, Parmaboukas, & Paul, 2000) that found 
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collaborative teaching was more effective than traditional teacher-only instruction; 
however, the results of this study did not reach statistical significance. Less significant 
gains in the current study may be attributed to the multiple number of goals targeted 
within the amount of collaborative instruction time provided each week. Previous studies 
(e.g., Hadley, Simmerman, Long, & Luna, 2000; Nelson, Smitley, & Throneburg, 1997; 
Throneburg et al., 2000) had greater time in the classroom to implement collaborative 
services with fewer teaching objectives targeted. 
Collaborative lessons in the study by Nelson, Smitley, and Throneburg (1997) 
provided phonological awareness training for one hour each week and targeted 
phonological awareness skills of rhyming, segmentation, isolation, deletion, blending, 
and graphemes. In the study by Throneburg et al. (2000), collaborative 
instruction/intervention was provided for 40 minutes weekly and focused primarily on 
curricular vocabulary. In the study by Hadley et al. (2000), a collaborative phonological 
awareness and vocabulary training program was provided for 2.5 days weekly and 
focused on vocabulary and the phonological awareness skills of rhyming, beginning 
sounds, blending, and segmentation. 
As compared to these previous studies, the current study targeted a greater 
number of curricular goals (a total of eight) in addition to targeting IEP goals within a 
relatively small amount of weekly instruction time (30 minutes). Farber and Klein (1999) 
targeted multiple reading, writing, listening, and speaking goals, collaborative instruction 
was provided three times per week for a total of 2.25 hours each week. That is five times 
the amount of instruction time provided by the current study. Farber and Klein also 
demonstrated a trend for the benefits of collaborative instruction but failed to demonstrate 
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a significant difference between the large group of children who received collaborative 
instruction and the large group of children who received traditional teacher-only 
instruction. 
In addition, the present study was the first study where children with documented 
speech-language deficits receiving collaborative classroom-based services did not receive 
additional pullout services for their speech-language goals. Therefore, the SLP and 
classroom teachers were equally focused on instruction of curricular goals as well as 
intervention of speech-language goals during each 30-minute collaborative lesson. Most 
past studies solely provided pullout for all children with speech-language IEPs in the 
collaborative setting. Ellis, Schlaudecker, and Regimbaul (1995), Farber and Klein 
(1999), Hadley et al. (2000), and Nelson et al. (1997) spent none of their collaborative 
classroom time providing intervention for speech-language deficits. Throneburg et al. 
(2000) targeted speech-language deficits and curricular vocabulary during the 
collaborative classroom lessons but the children with speech-language IEPs also received 
and additional 15 minutes of pullout services each week. 
The children with language deficits made significantly greater mean test gains in 
comparison to NCD children, and children receiving speech services in the collaborative 
group made greater mean test gains than children receiving speech services in the 
traditional group. During the whole-class collaborative lessons, the SLP had the tendency 
to involve children with speech-language deficits substantially more than NCD children 
during individual questioning and classroom discussion related to language arts curricular 
goals. 
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Regardless of whether the SLP provided collaborative classroom-based or pullout 
language intervention to children with language deficits, similar curricular content and 
materials were used. Over the course of the study, as IEPs came up for review, the SLP 
revised language goals and objectives so that they were more commensurate with 
language-based curricular goals for the child's classroom. By doing this, the pullout 
language services that the SLP provided to children with language deficits in the 
traditional group more closely matched the classroom-based language services that SLP 
was providing to children with language deficits in the collaborative group. This may 
explain the similar mean test gains made by children receiving language services in the 
collaborative and traditional groups. Furthermore, although the SLP incorporated 
curricular materials into pullout intervention for children receiving speech services in the 
traditional group, there was not the same level of focus on language targets and materials 
as there was for children receiving speech services in the collaborative classroom-based 
group. This may explain why the children receiving speech services in the collaborative 
condition made greater improvements on curricular narrative goals than children 
receiving speech services in the traditional group. 
Another possible explanation for the less significant gains made in the present 
study is that the eight language arts curricular goals measured are not goals meant to be 
mastered in first and second grade. Rather, they are curricular goals that are continued 
and expanded upon in upcoming grade levels. Possibly, the mean test gains demonstrated 
by the treatment groups are what can be expected for their respective grade level. It may 
also be that the Curricular Narrative Assessment was not sensitive enough to measure the 
differences made in these curricular goal areas. 
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Limitations 
An apparent limitation of the present study was the insufficient amount of 
collaborative instruction time that was provided in relation to the number of goals 
targeted during the collaborative lessons. Had an increased amount of weekly instruction 
time been allowable, greater improvements may have been measured by the Curricular 
Narrative Assessment. 
Another limitation was the experience and comfort level of the SLP and 
classroom teachers providing collaborative services in this study. Although the SLP had 
several years of experience collaborating and providing classroom-based lessons, her 
lessons had primarily focused on vocabulary and concept goals. Targeting narrative 
curricular goals and teaching narrative comprehension strategies was novel to her. 
Similarly, it was the first time the SLP had provided collaborative classroom-based 
speech-language services without providing additional pullout services to children with 
speech-language deficits. The SLP's primary concern over the course of the study, as can 
be expected, was the quality of the services she was providing to the children with 
speech-language deficits in the collaborative instruction/intervention group. As a result, 
many of her collaborative lessons were directed more to the speech-language objectives 
of the children with speech-language deficits in the classroom and less towards narrative 
curricular goals for the whole classroom. If the SLP had previous experiences in targeting 
narrative curricular goals as well as providing speech-language services primarily in the 
classroom, collaborative instruction/intervention may have been more equally focused on 
providing curricular instruction and speech-language intervention. 
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Likewise, several of the collaborative classroom teachers were collaborating for 
the first time. This inexperience may have prompted these teachers to take less of an 
active role in collaborative planning and in implementing the collaborative lessons, as 
was concluded from conversations with the SLP and through observation of the 
collaborative lessons and planning. One teacher in particular cancelled almost all of the 
scheduled collaborative meetings during the second half of the study and her classroom 
evidenced the smallest gain. If the classroom teachers had been more experienced in 
SLP-teacher collaboration or if administration would have required meetings, teacher 
attitude and involvement may have been greater, possibly affecting the outcomes of 
collaborative instruction. 
Another primary weakness was the quasi-experimental design of this study. Only 
six of the nine classrooms were randomly assigned to either treatment condition. The 
intention of random assignment was to ensure that classroom teachers were not assigned 
on the basis of previous experience in collaborating with the SLP or communicating a 
desire, or the lack of, to participate in classroom-based collaboration. However, total 
random assignment of classrooms was not possible since two classrooms had to be 
assigned to the traditional nonintegrated instruction model due to other commitments of 
the teachers. If complete random assignment of classrooms would have been possible, 
the design of the study would have been stronger. 
On the other hand, SLPs realistically would primarily collaborate with classroom 
teachers who chose this model, and random assignment cannot control for teacher 
attitude. In actuality, random assignment may have been counterproductive since a 
couple of the classroom teachers assigned to the collaborative group were initially 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 65 
hesitant and did not indicate any genuine motivation to begin collaborating with the SLP, 
which possibly contributed to the decreased classroom teacher involvement in 
collaborative planning and instruction in this study. 
Strengths 
Despite the limitations of the present study, several strengths were also apparent. 
The present study was to the author's knowledge, the first study to compare collaborative 
classroom-based service delivery to traditional service delivery on the narrative language 
arts skills of both children with and without speech-language deficits. Furthermore, it 
was the first study to compare collaborative and traditional service delivery when the 
children with speech-language deficits in the collaborative classroom-based group 
received no additional pullout intervention for their speech-language objectives. An 
additional strength of this study was that it measured a multiple number of curricular 
goals with multiple classrooms participating. 
Theoretical Implications 
Different perspectives exist in theoretical literature concerning the roles and 
responsibilities of speech-language pathologists in providing classroom-based or 
inclusionary services. The value of collaboration and the importance of shared 
responsibility in working with students with speech-language deficits to provide 
meaningful curriculum-based speech-language intervention is agreed upon. Of dispute is 
how classroom-based intervention should be implemented, to what extent, and for what 
intended purpose. One broad-based view by Prelock (2000) and Prelock, Miller, and 
Reed (1995) contends that the ultimate goal of the SLP working in the classroom is 
transdisciplinary service delivery. In this model of service delivery, the SLP and 
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classroom teacher learn role release, the act of taking over another team members role, by 
learning from each other's example and influence. Through collaborative planning and 
exchange, the classroom teacher is able to provide support and facilitative strategies to 
children with speech-language deficits, while the SLP provides a collaboratively planned 
curricular lesson to the whole classroom. Prelock (1995) supports that this role release is 
essential for effective provision of instruction/intervention because "there is a greater 
continuity of service as well as quality of service when multiple professionals are 
implementing curriculum and communication goals" (p. 287). The SLP and classroom 
teacher when providing speech-language services or curriculum instruction within the 
classroom have the shared responsibility of meeting the needs of all children. 
Ehran (2000) offers a second and contrasting perspective to the roles and 
responsibilities of SLPs in providing classroom-based services. Ehran' s view is that 
there is clear distinction between "instruction" and "intervention." Instruction teaches 
new information and is offered in "a developmental progression for all students" (p. 
221). Intervention is provided to qualifying students for the remediation and 
compensation for delayed or deviant skills. It is Ehran's contention that SLP's central 
focus and imminent concern when providing collaborative classroom-based services 
should be the needs of children with speech-language deficits. This view maintains that 
when SLPs provide curricular instru~tion for all students, they are diluting their speech-
language services and "short-changing" children with communication deficits because 
therapy within the classroom environment is not as intensive or prescriptive to meet the 
individual needs of these children. Ehran does agree, however, that a shared 
responsibility should exist between the SLP and classroom teacher for children with 
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speech-language deficits. It is fundamental that the c lassroom teacher be aware of 
speech-language deficits of students and be knowledgeable in how to support and make 
modifications for these deficits when the SLP is not present. Although teacher 
involvement in targeting speech-language objectives is promoted, Ehren encourages that 
the SLP and classroom teacher maintain distinct identities as professionals: the SLP as an 
expert in communication disorders and the classroom teacher an expert in curricular 
content. 
The SLP and CT in the present study attempted to adopt more of a 
transdisciplinary approach as supported by Prelock (2000) in providing collaborative 
classroom-based instruction/intervention. During collaborative planning, the SLP was 
generally assigned the role of implementing the whole-classroom collaborative lesson. 
As a result, the SLP, on most occasions, had the primary responsibi lity of providing 
curricular instruction in addition to speech-language intervention <luring collaborative 
lessons. This split focus that the SLP assumed in targeting both curricular and speech-
language objectives within a 30-minute time period each week may have been too 
overwhelming of a responsibility to assume for one person in such a short period of time. 
Role release by the classroom teachers was attempted but not to the extent as that 
for the SLP. The classroom teachers reported consistently using the carryover activities, 
communication strategies, and classroom modifications suggested during collaborative 
planning for the children with speech-language deficits throughout the remainder of the 
week. However, although a co-teaching approach was used during some whole-
classroom lessons, the classroom teacher rarely shifted roles to provide speech-language 
support or intervention during the context of these collaborative lessons. This general 
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reluctance or uneasiness to engage in role release during the implementation of 
collaborative lessons may have stemmed from the inadequate amount of collaborative 
lesson time provided. Due to the modest amount of time allowed for collaborative 
instruction/intervention, the SLP was greatly concerned with providing quality services to 
children with speech-language deficits and may have been hesitant to share this 
responsibility with the classroom teachers. 
The SLP and classroom teachers in the study by Hadley et al. (2000) experienced 
more co-teaching and greater role release but provided instruction 2.5 days per week and 
only concentrated on curricular goals without provide additional intervention for speech-
language deficits within these collaborative lessons. This increased amount of 
collaborative instruction time may have allowed for a greater amount of role release to 
take place because the SLP and classroom teacher had more time to model and adjust to 
these new roles. 
Practical Implications 
One practical implication that can be concluded from this study is that 
collaborative classroom-based service delivery is equal if not better than traditional 
service delivery and can provide benefits to both non-communication disordered children 
as well as children with speech-language deficits. A second practical implication of this 
study that is apparent is that if speech-language pathologists are to make substantial or 
meaningful differences in providing collaborative classroom-based instruction for 
selected curricular goals or targets, it may be beneficial or necessary to decrease the 
number of teaching objectives and/or increase the amount of instruction time. Finally, it 
may be reasonably assumed from evidence provided from this study that teachers' 
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attitude and level of participation, in both collaborative planning and implementation, 
may have an affect on the quality and outcomes of collaborative services. 
Future Research 
Future research in the area of collaborative service delivery as a supplement to 
traditional nonintegrated service delivery is needed. Subsequent studies should determine 
what reasonable amount of collaborative instruction time is sufficient to produce 
maximum results in relation to the number of curricular or academic goals targeted as 
well as number of IEP goals targeted. Studies are also needed which address narrative 
curricular skills as well as other related oral and written language skills related to the 
scope of speech-language pathologists' skills in order to better define the role of SLPs in 
literacy instruction/intervention. The present study should be extended to measure the 
effectiveness of collaborative instruction/intervention on the decoding and reading 
comprehension skills of same-aged as well as older school-aged children. In addition, 
this study should also be replicated using a different or multiple SLPs and schools to 
account for speech-language pathologist variables and school variables. Furthermore, 
future studies should take into account the experience, attitude, education, and 
administrative support of SLPs and classroom teachers in regard to alternative service 
delivery to determine what variables impact the success of nontraditional service 
delivery. A series of systemic studies should also evaluate collaborative service delivery 
in comparison with traditional service delivery using different age-groups, types and 
severities of disorders , and kinds of classrooms. If the results of this study can be 
replicated and improved in future research, those results will have a strong implication 
for the best method for servicing students in the public schools. 
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APPENDIX A 
Participation Authorization Form 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 77 
APPENDIX A--Participation Authorization Form 
9-1-00 
Dear Parents, 
Mrs. Pam Paul, a speech-language pathologist at your child's school, and your child's 
teacher are workjng with two professors from Eastern Illinois University (Rebecca 
Throneburg and Lynn Calvert) to assess the effectiveness of lessons provided by 
classroom teachers and lessons provided by the teacher and speech-language pathologist. 
Please sign the form below and check whether or not you give permission for your child 
to participate in a screening at the beginning and end of the school year to evaluate the 
effectiveness of these lessons. 
Graduate students from Eastern Illinois University will assist with the screenings. The 
evaluation will include listening to a story, retelling the story, and answering questions 
about the story. These activities will take approximately fifteen minutes. The name of 
your child and results obtained will be confidential. The results of the screening would 
be used only to look at the progress of the class as a whole. Eastern Illinois University 
faculty may use the summary information for the class as a whole for teaching or 
publications. Please return this letter to your child's teacher by Friday. 
Sincerely, 
Pam Paul, Speech-Language Pathologist 
Lynn Calvert, Associate Professor 
Rebecca Throneburg, Assistant Professor 
Please check one of the following and return to your child's teacher or the front office. 
I give permission for my child to participate in the screening. 
I do not give permission for my child to participate in the screening. 
(parent signature) 
(child's name) 
(date) 
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APPENDIXB 
Pre- and Posttest Assessment and Listening Station Procedures 
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Pre- and Posttest Assessment Procedures 
1. Before the children arrive for testing, the grade and class will announced. Cassette tapes 
are labeled by grade and class. Locate the correct cassette and side and place in the 
recorder. 
2. One child assigned to an examiner. With the child seated in front of you press record on 
the audiocassette recorder. Record the child's name, grade, and teacher's initials on the 
his/her assessment recording form and cassette case. 
3. Show the child the copy of the front cover of "A Boy, A Dog, and A Frog." Ask 
assessment question #1. 
4. After they have answered the question, Pause the audiocassette recorder. 
5. Assist the child to one of the two listening stations (4 children to a station). 
6. After listening to the stimulus story, each child will be directed to return to their initial 
examiner. 
7. Press record on the audiocassette recorder. Use the general instructions, ''I didn' t get 
to hear the story you just heard. Please tell me the story. Tell me everything you 
remember." 
8. If the child has difficulty getting started, simply use an expectant look. If needed, repeat 
general instructions. 
9. Be attentive and provide neutral prompts only. When the child has a long pause or seems 
to be stuck, these specific prompts are acceptable during the child's oral story retelling: 
(1) "Keep going" and (2) "What happened next?" 
10. When the child appears to be done telling the story, please ask,"Did anything else 
happen?" 
l l. Provide general praise and encouragement for all story retelling efforts. "Your story was 
great! Thank you! Now I have some questions for you to answer. These are 
questions about the story. Here's the first one." 
12. Ask 25 comprehension questions from the Assessment Recording Sheet in order 
presented. Ask the child to answer each question as completely as possible. Write as 
much of the student's responses as possible in the event that tape recording difficulties 
occur. 
13. If the child says, "What?" or "Huh?," the assessment question can be repeated once. Ask 
the child to attempt to answer if they say "I don't know" or if they do not want to 
answer. 
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14. As the student responds, give general encouragement (Well done!, Good job, or Uh-huh!) 
for each answer, even if incorrect. Stop Recorder. 
15. For question #25, sequencing cards are labeled by color. Place cards on the table in the 
following order for the child to sequence: R-Y-G-B-P-0 .. 
16. Because children may finish at different times, the examiner or student coordinator (if 
available) is responsible for escorting each child to his/her classroom or other location. 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 81 
Listening Station Procedures 
1. No more than 4 students should be seated at each station. If you are also administering 
the 25 comprehension assessment questions, the child that you initially administered the 
first assessment question to should be in the other listening station group. 
2. Ensure that the tape is on the correct side ("A Boy, A Dog, and a Frog") and rewound to 
the beginning for each presentation. 
3. Give the following instructions: 
"You are going to listen to a short story. Please look at this book as I turn the pages 
and listen carefully. You will be asked to tell your friend the story and answer 
questions about it. You will not have any pictures when talking with them about the 
story." 
4. Situate the storybook on the table in front of the children. Open the book to the title 
page, and place the audiocassette recorder in the center of the table. 
5. A frog's croak will serve as a cue for you to turn the page as the story is narrated. 
6. Following the story presentation, thank the chi ldren and ask them to return to the 
tester/examiner that they were with when they came in the room. 
7. If there are not enough examiners for the second part of testing, it will be necessary for 
you to also administer the last 24 comprehension questions and listen to the oral story 
retelling to any child without an examiner. **It must be a child from the other listening 
station (who is unfamiliar to you). 
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APPENDIXC 
Pre- and Posttest Stimulus Stories 
and Assessment Questions with Acceptable/Unacceptable Responses 
Page 
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Pretest Story-" A Boy, A Dog, And A Frog" 
By Mercer Mayer 
1 One day a boy named Joe decided he wanted a pet frog. He got a net and a bucket 
to put the frog in. Then he and his dog started off to find one. 
2 Joe looked everywhere for a frog. Then he saw one down in a little pond. It was 
sitting on a lily pad. 
3 Joe and the dog were excited, and they went racing down the hill to catch the frog. 
But then they tripped over a branch. 
4 And they fell right into the pond. When they sat up in the water, they were 
looking right at the frog. He looked at Joe and didn't move from his lily pad. 
And he tried not to laugh. Joe looked very silly. 
5 Then Joe grabbed at the frog, but the frog leaped out of the way, and he landed on 
a dead tree. Now what should I do thought Joe. 
6 So he told the dog to go to one end of the tree and then he climbed on the other 
end. 
7 The dog ran straight at the frog, and Joe raised his net. But he dropped it right on 
the dog not the frog. The frog had already jumped away. 
8 There sat Joe with his dog in the net. Now the frog was getting angry because Joe 
was making him mad by trying to catch him. 
9 It was getting late, so Joe decided to go home without a pet frog. He shook his 
fist and yelled, "good-bye." 
10 The frog sat on a rock and felt sad to see them go. He had no friends in the pond 
to play with. 
11 Joe and his dog walked toward home feeling very angry that they didn't catch a 
frog. 
12 And the frog sat alone on his rock. He was feeling very lonely. 
13 So he decided to follow Joe and the dog. He hopped up on the path and followed 
their tracks, and he followed them right into a house. 
14 He followed them right into a bathroom where they were taking a bath. He stood 
in the doorway and smiled at them. Then he said, "Here I am. I want to play with 
you." 
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15 Joe and the dog were very surprised to see him, and they were even more 
surprised when he leaped into the bathtub to play with them. 
16 And the three of them felt good to be together. 
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Acceptable/Unacceptable Responses to 
Pretest Listening Comprehension Questions 
Question Correct Incorrect 
1) After hearing the title and -A boy trying to catch a frog. -Repeating the title. 
looking at the front cover what -A boy and a dog going -Describing picture. 
do you think this story will be hunting. 
about? -The boy falling in the water. 
2) Who was the author of the -Mercer Mayer -Mercy 
book? -Mayer -Joe 
3) What was the title of the -A boy, a dog, and a frog. -Using "the" instead of "a" 
book? -Putting names out of order 
4) Who were the characters in -At least two of: Joe (Boy), -Naming one or less. 
the story? dog, and frog. 
5) What was the setting of the -Naming at least one: outside, -Naming or describing 
story? pond, house, pond, and scenery. 
bathroom/tub. -"The Background" 
6) How did the problem get -The frog was lonely and -Late-Joe went home. 
fixed in the story? followed to Joe home to stay. -They were friends. 
-Frog joined them-all happy. -He got the frog. 
-Frog fixed it by coming to -Frog followed footsteps. 
boy's house. -Frog had no friends and 
-Frog came to them. wanted friends. 
-Frog followed them. -Frog was sad. 
-The frog hopped after them. -B/c he was all alone. 
-When jumped in the bathtub. -Frog being lonely. 
-Frog went with the boy. 
-Frog being the boy's friend. 
-Frog wanted to play with him. 
7) Tell me the main idea of the -Boy wanted to catch a frog. -Repeating a sentence or line 
story in a couple sentences? -They wanted a frog. from the story. 
-Any sentence relating to -Describing a person or item 
wanting to catch a frog within from the story. 
the context of the story. 
8) What did Joe carry to put -A bucket -A net 
the frog in? -A pail -Ajar 
9) What happened when Joe -The frog jumped away and -He tripped over a log. 
grabbed at the frog? onto a dead tree. -He fell into the water. 
-He jumped away from Joe. -He caught the dog instead. 
-He jumped. 
-He got mad. 
10) What did Joe catch in his -The dog. -The frog. 
net? 
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Question Correct Incorrect 
11) Why did the frog decide to -So he could have a friend. -Because he's a best 
follow Joe? -He had no friends in the -He wanted to follow the 
pond. tracks 
-Because he was lonely. 
-To see what they were doing. 
-He had no one to play with. -Wanted to be a pet. 
-He wanted to be Joe's friend. -He wanted to play. 
-He was getting really sad. 
12) When the frog found them, -In the bathtub -They were out looking for the 
where were Joe and the dog? -In the bathroom frog. 
-Together 
-At home 
13) Why did Joe and the dog -Because they were running -Running down hill or 
trip over the branch when they and didn't see the branch. running. 
saw the dog? -They were watching the frog -Because they tripped. 
and not where they were -Because they wanted to see 
going. the frog. 
-They did not see it. -They fell over. 
-Because trying to catch the 
frog. 
-Couldn't stop 
-B!c excited 
-It was in the way. 
-Too high 
-Didn't know it was there. 
-14) Why did the frog leap out -Because he didn't want to get -Because he was getting mad. 
of the way when Joe grabbed caught. -Because he was scared. 
at them? -Didn't want to go with him. -He didn't know where they 
-Didn't want to go in the net. were gomg. 
-Didn't want to leave the -Didn't want to get hurt. 
pond. -Blc he wanted to live on his 
-Didn't want to be his pet. lily pad 
-Didn't want anyone touching 
him. 
-Didn't want to go somewhere 
else. 
15) Why did Joe tell his dog to -So they could catch the frog -For the dog to get the frog. 
get on one end of the tree? easier together. -So the dog could ? the frog. 
-So the frog couldn't jump out -Catch him 
of the way; he was in the -To grab the frog. 
middle. -So could run up the tree and 
-So they could catch him. catch him. 
-To trap him -They thought the frog 
-So the frog couldn't get away. wouldn't jump off. 
-So the frog couldn't go off -Sneak up and catch him 
the other end. 
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Question Correct Incorrect 
16) Why did Joe shake his fist -He was angry because he -It was getting dark 
and yell good-bye? didn't catch a pet frog. -They had to go home 
-Because frog didn't let him -Leaving 
catch him. 
-Going home to take a bath. 
-He was angry because he -He was angry/got mad. 
didn't catch a frog. -Thought he left and went 
somewhere else. 
-Because he gave up. 
17) Why were Joe and the dog -They thought he didn't like -Really wanted him 
surprised to see the frog? them; didn't want to be -B/c wanted a pet. 
caught. -Didn' t know he was in the 
-They thought he was gonna house. 
stay at the pond. -Didn't know they had 
-He didn't come when he was footprints. 
trying to catch him. -B/c frog jumped into the 
-Frog didn't let them catch it bathtub. 
in the pond and then followed -B/c he came back. 
them home. -Frog hopped home after 
-B/c thought he was scared. them. 
-Thought he would never see -B/c couldn't catch a frog. 
him again. -B/c didn't catch him 
-Didn't know if he would 
come or not. 
18) How are a net and a -Can be used to carry things. -Both silver or other color. 
bucket alike? -Can be used to catch things. -Both round. 
-Both have handles. -Catch frogs 
-Both have holes in the top. -Both have things you can 
-Can put stuff in both of them. hold onto. 
19) How are a net and a -Net has holes/string and -Makes sand castles and other 
bucket different? bucket is metal. can't 
-Net has longer handle. -One bigger, one shorter. 
-Bucket handle is curved or - One is soft, one is not. 
rounded. -One has a stick and one has a 
-Small items won't fall out of handle. 
the bucket. -Bucket doesn't have a net on 
-Bucket holds water. it. 
-Different handles. 
-Bucket can't see through, net 
can. 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 88 
Question Correct Incorrect 
20) How are a bathtub and -Wash stuff in them -Both white. 
sink alike? -Drain -Square. 
-Plug them -Glass 
-Handles and/or faucet. -Have water 
-Water comes out. -Wash you 
-Runs water. 
21) What is a synonym of -Tiny -Short 
"little"? -Small -Big 
-A specific small object. 
22) What is an synonym of -Crazy -Weird 
"silly"? -Goofy -Boring 
-Funny -Serious 
-Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
23) What is antonym of -Whisper -Talking 
"yell"? -Quiet -Screaming. 
-Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
24) What is an antonym of -Happy -Feel bad 
"sad"? -Feel good -Crying 
-Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
25) Place the events that took -PYGROB -Any other order of the letters. 
place in the story in the correct 
order using these six pictures. 
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Posttest Story-"Frog, Where Are You?" 
By Mercer Mayer 
Page 
1 There once was a boy named Tom who had a pet frog. He kept it in a large jar. 
2 One night, while he and his dog were sleeping, the frog climbed out of the jar. He 
left through an open window. When Tom woke up, he leaned over his bed to say 
good morning to the frog. But the frog was gone. 
3 Tom looked everywhere for the frog. And the dog looked for him too. Tom 
called out the window. When the dog looked in the jar, he got his head caught. 
4 And so when he leaned out the window, the heavy jar made him fall, and the jar 
broke. Tom picked him up to see if he was okay. And the dog licked him for 
being so nice 
5 All day long, Tom called for the frog. 
6 He called down holes. A gopher got angry at Tom for disturbing him. And while 
Tom was calling for the frog in a tree hole, the dog was getting into more trouble. 
He barked at some bees and jumped at a tree where their bees' nest was hanging. 
7 And the bees' nest fell down. 
8 The angry bees chased the dog, and an angry owl came out of the tree hole to 
scold Tom. It scared him. 
9 The owl screeched at him to stay away from his home. Next, Tom climbed a big 
rock and called again. He leaned on some branches to see better. 
10 But the branches began to move and carry him into the air. But they weren't 
branches. They were a deer's antlers. And the deer ran with Tom on his head. 
The dog ran along too barking at the deer. 
11 The deer stopped quickly at the edge of a cliff and threw Tom over the edge. 
12 And he and the dog fell into a pond. Suddenly, they both heard something. It was 
a croaking sound, and they smiled. 
13 Tom told the dog to be quiet, and they both crept up and looked behind a dead 
tree. 
14 There was his frog sitting proudly with a mother frog. And they had eight babies. 
One of the baby frogs leaped forward to greet him. He liked Tom, and Tom liked 
him. 
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15 So Tom took the baby frog home to be his new pet. And he waved goodbye to his 
old frog who now had a family to take care of. 
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Acceptable/Unacceptable Responses to 
Posttest Listening Comprehension Questions 
Question Correct Incorrect 
1) After hearing the title and -A boy trying to catch a frog. -Repeating the title. 
looking at the front cover what -A boy and a dog looking for -Describing picture. 
do you think this story will be their frog. 
about? -A lost frog. 
2) Who was the author of the -Mercer Mayer -Mercy 
book? -Mayer -Joe 
3) What was the title of the -Frog, Where Are You? -Where Are You Frog? 
book? -Frog and the Boy. 
4) Who were the characters in -At least two of: Tom (Boy), -Naming one or less. 
the story? dog, frog, deer, mother frog. 
5) What was the setting of the -Naming at least one: outside, -Naming or describing scenery. 
story? pond, bedroom, woods, creek, -"The Background" 
forest. 
6) How did the problem get -He found his frog and kept -Tom found the croaking noise. 
fixed in the story? one of its baby frogs as a pet. -Tom heard a noise and looked 
-Tom found his frog and it behind the log. 
stayed with its family. -He found the frog in the pond. 
-He got a new frog. 
7) Tell me the main idea of the -The boy, Tom, looses his frog -Repeating a sentence or line 
story in a couple sentences? and finds frog. The frog stays from the story. 
with his family, so Tom keeps -Describing a person or item 
one of its babies. from the story. 
-The boy lost his frog, he -Tom/dog get in lots of trouble. 
looked for it, and he found it. -A frog went out the window 
-Any sentence relating to Tom and behind a log. 
looking for his pet frog within -He really wanted a new frog. 
the context of the story. 
8) Where did Tom keep his pet -In a jar -By his bed. 
frog? -In a bottle 
9) What happened when the -He fell and broke the jar. -The jar broke. 
dog leaned out the window -He fell. -The boy picked up the dog. 
with the jar on his head? 
10) Why did the bees chase the -Because he broke their hive. -He was barking at them. 
dog? -He knocked their hive down. -Bees don't like dogs going by 
-He wrecked their home. the beehive. 
-He disturbed the bees. 
11) What happened when the -They fell in the pond-the -The boy ran and fell off the 
deer stopped quickly at the boy and the dog. cliff. 
edge of a cliff? -The boy fell in the -The deer fell off. 
pond/water. -Heffhey fell off. 
-The boy fell over/off the cliff. 
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Question Correct Incorrect 
12) What did Tom and the dog -A frog sound. -A sound. 
hear when they landed in the -Croaking sound. -A quiet sound. 
pond? -A frog ribbeting. 
13) Why did the frog escape -He wanted to go back where -Because he wanted to live 
from the jar? the mother and babies were. outside. 
-He wanted to go see his -He wanted to get a girlfriend. 
family. -Because he wanted to. 
-He wanted to find his wife and -The jar was open. 
kids. -He wanted a better place to 
-He had a family. live. 
-So he could get married and -The glass broke. 
have some babies. 
14) Why did the deer run with -The deer didn't like Tom -Because he wanted to. 
Tom on his head? leaning on his antlers. -Tom bent the deer's antlers. 
-The deer didn't want Tom on -There were bushes like the 
his head. deer's horns. 
-He was leaning on his antlers. -Because Tom thought it was 
-To make him get off. the tree branches. 
-He was messing with his -So they would fall in the 
antlers. pond. 
-He was mad. 
-He was scared/startled. 
15) Why did the dog run along -So that the deer would stop -Dogs don't like deer. 
beside the deer, barking at and let Tom down. -The dog was barking. 
him? -He was trying to get the boy -Dogs usually bark at stuff. 
off. -Cause the dog liked the boy. 
-To scare the deer away and -The boy was on it. 
get Tom off. -He didn't want the boy to get 
-To get the boy down. hurt/fall. 
-To help the boy. 
16) Why did Tom and the dog -They knew it was his frog. -Because he found his frog by 
smile when the heard the -They thought they'd found his his mother. 
croaking sound? frog. -They were happy. 
-It might have been the frog. -Heard the frog. 
-They could get the frog back. -Happy to see him. 
17) Why was Tom's frog -He wanted to show Tom his -The frog wanted to stay with 
sitting proudly with the mother fami ly. her. 
frog? -He found his family and was -That mother loved her son. 
happy. -They were married. 
-Because that was the family -They were in love. 
he had. -He liked the mo m. 
-Because he was a dad/parent. -That was his wife. 
-He and the mother frog had -He was happy to see Tom. 
babies. 
-He found his mother frog. 
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Question Correct Incorrect 
18) How are a dog and a frog -Both animals. -They both make sounds. 
similar? -Can both be pets. -They both like each other. 
-Both breathe with their lungs. 
-They both have eyes, ears, 
-Both have four legs. mouth. 
-They both jump. -They like each other. 
19) How are a dog and a frog -Frogs hop/jump and dogs -Frog jumps and dog doesn 't. 
different? walk/run. -Frog leaps and dog barks. 
-Frogs ribbet/croak and dogs -The frog can jump higher. 
bark. -They have different kinds of 
-Frogs are green/slimy and skin. 
dogs are brown or black and -They make different sounds. 
have fur. -The are not the same color. 
-Frogs are smaller than dogs. -Dog is faster than the frog. 
-Frogs amphibian/reptile and -Dog is not a frog and a frog is 
dogs are mammals. not a dog. 
-Frogs have long, sticky 
tongues and dog's tongues are 
shorter. 
-Frogs live in the water and 
dogs don ' t. 
-Frogs eat insects and dogs eat 
dog food. 
20) How are a deer's antlers -At least one of the following: -They both look like 
and tree branches alike? brown, pointy, they break, wood/sticks. 
hard, grow up, stick out. -They are both camouflage. 
-Antlers look like branches. 
21) What is a synonym of -Large -Tall 
"big"? -Huge -Small/Little 
-Humongous -A specific big person or 
-Giant object. 
22) What is a synonym of -Mad -Happy 
"angry"? -Upset -Feeling good 
-Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
23) What is antonym of -Loud -Soft 
"quiet"? -Noisy -Whisper. 
-Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
24) What is an antonym of -Young -Not new 
"old"? -New -Describing a person, item, or 
event. 
25) Place the events that took -PYGROB -Any other order of the letters. 
place in the story in the correct 
order using these six pictures. 
Collaborative Versus Traditional Service Delivery 94 
APPENDIXD 
Collaboration Meeting Checklist 
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APPENDIXD 
COLLABORATION MEETING CHECKLIST 
Collaborative Lesson Plan: Grade: 
Participants: Date: 
CURRICULUM GOALS 
Choose from the following: 
a. Literacy Vocabulary e. Stating Details 
b. Comprehension Strategies and Goals f. Comparing/Contrasting 
c. Story Elements/Grammar g. Synonyms/Antonyms 
d. Drawing Conclusions/Inferences h. Sequencing 
OUTCOMES: 
ACTIVITY /RESPONSIBILITIES: 
OUTCOMES: 
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Children with Speech-Language IEP Goals 
STUDENT SIL OBJ TARGETED 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
OUTCOMES: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
STRATEGIES CARRY OVER 
***PLEASE NOTE UNT ARGETED GOALS, ABSENCES, OR OTHER COMMENTS 
IN MARGIN FOLLOWING COLLABORATIVE LESSON. 
